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ABSTRACT 
PREDICTING OUTCOMES OF PLANNING TEAM EFFORTS 
IN A SCHOOLS OF CHOICE PROGRAM 
MAY 1991 
HELEN L. VIVIAN, A.B., BOSTON UNIVERSITY 
M.Ed., TUFTS UNIVERSITY 
Ed.D., UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS 
Directed by: Professor W. C. Wolf, Jr. 
The purpose of this study is to make predictions for school 
change in a school system which has recently implemented a 
Schools of Choice plan. Goals of this plan include systemwide 
equity, increased parental involvement, and school improvement 
which is based on the interests of faculty and parents. This plan 
provides for School Planning Teams which are charged with 
planning for school change which is responsive to the wishes of 
the greater community. 
In order to ascertain the interests of faculty and parents in 
the city's five elementary schools, a survey was administered by 
Schools of Choice officials. This survey was prepared by a 
committee of teachers, administrators and parents, and was based 
on the advise of a consultant, similar surveys used in other school 
systems, and the interests of this community. 
v 
The survey was administered to all elementary school 
teachers during faculty meetings, was mailed to parents of 
preschoolers, and was sent home with all elementary school aged 
children. Opinions were solicited in the areas of academic 
enrichment possibilities, program options and forms of 
organization. 
Survey results identify areas of convergence and divergence 
of interests among parent and teacher groups in each of the five 
schools. These survey results contain information which can be of 
use to School Planning Teams as they begin planning for school 
change. 
The process of using a Schools of Choice program as a 
catalyst for school change is particularly relevant to the rapidly 
increasing number of school systems, cities and states, which are 
turning to choice plans to improve the quality of public education. 
If parents are to chose schools for their children, the schools must 
differ from one another in meaningful ways. If parents and 
teachers together are to plan for school improvement and 
educational diversity, they need the kind of data which can be 
provided by an opinion survey as a source of direction. 
vi 
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CHAPTER I 
RESEARCH PROPOSAL 
Problem 
The focus of this study is survey data pertaining to a 
Schools of Choice plan which has as its goals school improvement, 
equity and greater community involvement in the schools. The 
purpose of the survey is to identify areas for change which have 
the highest levels of teacher and parent enthusiasm in the belief 
that change initiatives which are planned using areas of support 
are more likely to be lasting and meaningful that those which 
need to be forced upon the practitioners. School planning teams 
will be provided with results of the survey to facilitate their 
work, which - hopefully - will contribute to increased educational 
and program diversity among the schools. 
A continuing need to make schools more effective has resulted 
in a series of educational reforms, each of which has held some 
promise of effecting real improvement. Traditionally, change 
initiatives have come as top-down directives from administrators 
who have become convinced of the value of an innovation and 
decreed that it be used throughout the school or district. These 
changes are sometimes accompanied by additional resources, staff 
development, or parent education efforts; but, more often than 
not, administrators launch changes without adequate support or 
follow through. After spending some years in a classroom, 
teachers often become philosophical and respond with a “this too 
shall pass” attitude. Most teachers go through the motions of 
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cooperation while waiting for the inevitable waning of 
enthusiasm. 
The challenge to educational planners is to propose school 
improvements in ways which have the enthusiastic support of the 
teaching staff and parents of children to be affected. One method 
is to go to whatever lengths are necessary to persuade teachers of 
the value of the innovation. This can be time consuming and 
expensive, but is often necessary. Another method is to plan 
school improvement around existing teacher interests in such a 
way that teachers feel ownership and responsibility. This is a 
more complicated process because of the difficulties involved in 
identifying areas for change which teachers are willing to 
implement and areas of convergence of interest on the part of 
teachers, administrators and parents. 
When parents choose a school for their child to attend, many 
different factors influence the decision. For most parents, this 
choice is made almost incidentally when they buy or rent a home, 
because school districts usually assign children to the neighboring 
school district. Parents who reject the neighborhood school 
generally commit themselves to pay private or parochial school 
tuition and to provide transportation to their school of choice. This 
situation has traditionally made choice of school available only to 
parents financially able to pay the tuition and provide the 
transportation, and educationally able to investigate and weigh 
various options. This often left familes of low income and/or low 
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educational level in neighborhood schools which had been rejected 
by those capable of going elsewhere. 
Within the past thirty years, a minimal amount of choice has 
become available through the public school system. Alternative 
schools were developed which offered different approaches to 
learning; specialized regional schools offered enriched programs in 
the arts, math and science; and, magnet schools were developed to 
encourage desegregation as an alternative to forced busing. During 
the eighties, school choice gained in popularity as a method to 
improve schools. In 1990, the President of the United States 
hailed school choice as the answer to the nation’s problems with 
public school education, thus encouraging many school districts to 
investigate and implement schools of choice plans. 
This emphasis on choice raises important questions about 
the role that parents will play in their children’s education. Will 
parents make wise choices? Are parents likely to choose a school 
because its educational offerings or philosophical approach better 
suit the needs of their children? Should educators be concerned 
when parents choose a school for convenience reasons, such as 
being closer to day care, rather than educational reasons? How are 
parents expected to obtain the knowledge of individual schools 
needed in order to make sound choices? How can teachers and 
administrators be persuaded that it is worth the nuisance or 
disruption of having parents in the building more often in order to 
have a better educated, more supportive parent body? What are 
the results of this increased emphasis on the role of parents? 
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School choice is expected to lead to school improvement in 
many ways which involve greater parental participation in the life 
and goverance of the school. When parents choose a school, they 
are likely to feel a greater sense of ownership and loyalty to the 
school. The prospect of making a choice leads to a broader 
acquaintance with school programs as parents read school profiles, 
attend open houses, visit classrooms, and talk with teachers, 
administrators and other parents. The strengths of the chosen 
school are emphasized as parents explain to friends and relatives 
the reasons for the choice. This increased identification with the 
chosen school often leads to an increase in parental efforts to 
support the school. 
The school district under consideration in this study adopted 
a schools of choice program as part of an equity plan. The 
Massachusetts Office of Educational Equity was concerned about 
the increase in minority concentration in two of the districts’ five 
schools, the varying quality of the physical plants and the 
expected overcrowding in some of the schools. Numerous plans 
were considered to address these issues. The solution which was 
agreed upon in the 1987 De-Isolation Plan involved building 
additions to two schools, using state equity funding of ninety 
percent, and implementation of a choice plan which would give all 
residents access to any of the schools. 
The school district implemented a choice plan which 
included not only extensive efforts to acquaint parents with school 
programs, but also made provision for school based teams - 
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composed of parents, teachers, administrators and community 
members - to make decisions regarding directions or areas for 
school improvement. Rather than assigning a menu of curricular 
themes or identities to individual schools, e.g., the performing arts 
school or the science and math school, these teams are charged 
with choosing areas for change which will enlist the broadest 
support among both the parents who will be making choices and 
the teachers who will be responsible for implementing the 
changes. 
Most school districts in Massachusetts have had experience 
with the inclusion of parents on decision-making teams. One 
example is the School Improvement Council, which exists to some 
degree in every Massachusetts school, and decides how to spend a 
given amount of state-supplied money. Another is the parent 
advisory council which is required by various state programs. A 
third example is the current trend to site-based management, 
where a team with broad community representation takes full 
responsibility for running a school. 
The teams called for in this particular schools of choice plan 
will have a larger role than the school improvement councils but, 
initially anyway, a narrower role than that of full site-based 
management models. The focus of the first year’s work will be for 
each team to develop a process for planning school improvement 
which is responsive to the wishes of the school community. In an 
effort to increase the likelihood of success of these school planning 
teams, emphasis has been placed on developing change initiatives 
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in areas which already have the interest and support of teachers 
and parents. If teachers view the schools of choice teams as 
supporting them in expanding and developing programs or 
approaches which they already believe will improve the quality of 
students’ education, the teachers may perceive the teams as 
partners in school improvement rather than as another passing 
wave of educational reform. Likewise, if parents believe that their 
views and preferences are given serious consideration in 
determining directions of change initiatives, they will be more 
optimistic about chances of success and may be even more willing 
to provide support. 
This school district has a two-sided history of parent 
involvement. Many parents have supported school programs in 
the traditional ways of volunteering classroom assistance, helping 
with plays, special projects and fundraising, working with parent 
teacher organizations. In one school, parents have written grant 
proposals which resulted in an artist-in-residence program and in 
expanded computer capability. On the other hand, the 
counterproductive actions of a small group of especially vocal 
parents serve to delay changes they so impatiently wish to see. As 
the schools of choice planning teams seek to increase in-school 
involvement of parents, they face the added obstacle of needing to 
restore an atmosphere of trust in order to facilitate more positive 
levels of communication. 
To ascertain the wishes of parents and teachers, a survey 
committee was formed in 1988 which included parents, teachers 
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and adminstrators. This group visited other schools of choice 
programs and studied surveys which were used in other school 
districts. Great frustration was experienced by committee 
members as their attempts to develop an instrument comparable 
to those examined failed to meet needs of members of the 
steering committee or the administration. Difficulties encountered 
in developing a survey tool revealed uncertainties about the range 
and nature of choices to be considered. 
The plan proposed initially was expected to result in five 
magnet schools, each with a separate theme. This concept 
appeared too radical as parents expressed dismay at the idea of 
choosing an educational speciality for their five-year old children, 
and teachers voiced strong doubts about the extent of the 
proposed changes. Thus the theme school concept was replaced 
with a somewhat fuzzier one of possibilities for enrichment 
experiences in different curricular areas. 
A survey instrument based upon many compromises was 
agreed upon by all involved parties. It was administered to 
faculty members at staff meetings in order to insure the largest 
possible return. Parents of pre-schoolers received the survey in 
the mail. Elementary school children carried the survey home to 
their parents and guardians. The more reliable results available 
from random sampling approaches were considered less 
desireable in this case than the public relations value of an all- 
i 
inclusive welcoming of returns from any parent who was willing 
to complete the questionnaire. It was hoped that parents would 
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get the message that their opinions were of value to school 
administrators. The survey was also considered an educational 
document in that parents who read it, even if they chose not to 
return it, would likely gain a greater understanding of schools of 
choice options. 
This study focuses upon survey responses. Whereas school 
planning teams will have opportunities to solicit opinions on 
proposed change initiatives from teachers and parents, the survey 
results obtained will provide initial indications of change 
directions which are most likely to be successful. It is essential to 
this process that each team chart a course which is most 
consistent with the wishes of the school community as well as the 
vision of individual team members. The teams will communicate 
with one another through a steering committee composed of one 
member of each team to insure that changes adopted will 
contribute toward diversity among the schools. 
What guidance can be gleaned from the survey results? The 
researcher analyzed responses provided by teachers and parents 
associated with each school in the community. Options that 
generated a high level of interest on the part of both groups have 
been identified and communicated. These options merit initial 
consideration in terms of feasibility and suitability for trial, or 
pilot, change undertakings. Perhaps program proposals which are 
extensions or expansions of existing popular programs may be 
more appropriate for these teams to learn on than plans which 
have major budgetary or contractual implications. 
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Much program planning is based not on needs assessment 
data but on decisions made by administrators, often with little or 
no consultation with teachers or parents. The success of a school 
change initiative is largely dependent on the responsibility taken 
by teachers and others for implementation. Failure to generate 
needed feelings of responsibility often leads to half-hearted 
compliance with resulting low levels of success. The need to 
overcome teacher reluctance to altering teaching practices can be 
avoided by planning change in areas where teachers already have 
expressed interest and enthusiasm. Identifying change 
possibilities which appeal to parents improves even further the 
likelihood of success. The problem is how best to embark upon a 
change initiative that capitalizes upon recognized positive forces 
(e.g., survey outcome data) and ameliorates recognized negative 
forces (e.g., potentially disruptive parents). 
Purposes 
The two general purposes of the study are: 
• to identify areas of convergence and divergence 
between teachers’ and parents’ attitudes toward schools of choice 
program options. 
• to predict outcomes of planning team efforts in five 
schools involved in a schools of choice program. 
Specific questions to be addressed are: 
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• Are there areas of agreement between parents and 
teachers which will identify directions for school change? 
• Is there a difference within schools between the 
wishes of parents and teachers? 
• Is there a difference between schools in levels of 
convergence of parent and teacher opinions? 
Significance of the study 
School districts across the country are faced with the need to 
improve the quality of education in lasting and meaningful ways. 
The current emphasis on choice as a means of widespread 
improvement of education carries little real hope without 
provision for equity, increased parent involvement, and some 
very specific guidelines for involving teachers and parents in 
mapping improvement stategies. This study describes a process 
for school planners which uses a needs assessment survey to 
identify areas where change will most likely be successful. While 
options may vary from one school to another it is likely that any 
change undertaking will have a more optimistic outcome if a 
needs assessment is included in the early planning stages. 
Limitations of the study 
The process of planning school change using school based 
teams which are committed to identifying and responding to the 
wishes of all members of the school is a generalizable one and 
hold greater promise for effective change than administrative fiat. 
However, procedures described in this paper were developed by 
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and for a particular community and may need some modification 
in order to be appropriate for other school communities. 
The survey instrument developed represented numerous 
compromises and was acceptable to no one. One reason for such 
dissatisfaction was related to a lack of definition of choices set 
forth in the instrument. Proper clarification would have resulted 
in a lengthy instrument not apt to be utilized as desired. Hence, 
brevity was given priority, possibly at the expense of desired 
clarity. 
Another limitation concerns the selection of respondents. A 
controlled survey with a given number of randomly selected 
respondents would have resulted in more reliable data. The need 
to make the process as inclusionary as possible took precedence, 
however, and surveys were distributed to all parents of pre¬ 
school and school-aged children. Those who chose to respond did. 
This self-selected sample may not accurately reflect the views of 
the greater community. 
Definitions 
Schools of choice: a plan for school improvement and educational 
equity which is based on giving parents the right to select schools 
for their children from a range of options. 
School-based management: a strategy for improving schools 
which places larger amounts of decision-making power in the 
hands of the individuals responsible for implementing the 
decisions. 
CHAPTER II 
LITERATURE REVIEW 
Introduction 
Will the opportunity to choose which school their children 
attend improve the quality of education for all children or will it 
be only for a few at the expense of many? Will choice save or ruin 
the public school system? Choice has been a part of the American 
educational system for years, as parents chose to send their 
children to private or parochial schools or to buy a home in their 
chosen school district. Decisions about public schools often 
influence choice of home location for those who can afford it. 
[Lewis, 1987] Unfortunately, many options for choosing schools 
are not available for low-income families. According to Dr. Charles 
Glenn, Director of the Massachusetts Department of Education 
Office for Educational Equity, “In a free society, choice cannot be 
eliminated, except for the poor.” [Glenn, 1986] 
Public school choice has taken different forms in recent 
decades. In the 1960s many school districts opened alternative 
schools which experimented with new teaching methods or 
programs. “The creation of these schools represented the first 
widespread recognition that the traditional comprehensive school 
was not suitable for all students.” [Snider, 1987] In the 1970s and 
1980s choice took the form of magnet schools which were 
developed for both court-ordered and voluntary desegregation 
plans. [Lewis, 1987] These schools had to attract, by the strength 
of their academic programs, students who would not otherwise go 
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there. This movement introduced to public education the need to 
market schools and compete for students. 
The Association for Supervision and Curriculum 
Development has identified three main categories of reasons for 
adopting a choice program: 
1) school improvement: to improve achievement and 
increase the responsiveness of the school bureauracy and 
professionals 
2) desegregation: to allow poorer families greater access, 
and 
3) to be a catalyst for change by increasing variety, options, 
self-direction, flexibility and responsiveness. [ASCD, 1990] 
This overview of school choice literature will focus on the 
range of choices available, equity issues, positive aspects of choice 
programs, parent involvement, and the process of planning change 
which is responsive to the needs and wishes of all members of the 
school community. 
Range of Choices 
The Massachusetts Department of Education has summarized 
the “stages through which policies and programs related to choice 
have passed over the past twenty years. 
allowing choice — and supporting ‘positive’ choice with free 
transportation 
preventing inappropriate or ‘negative’ choice 
extending choice across school district boundaries 
13 
expanding choice with new (and well—located) facilities 
encouraging choice with program development and 
recruitment 
universalizing choice by making it the basis for all school 
assignments.” [Glenn, 1986] 
State legislatures across the country have produced a wide 
variety of choice programs including residential high schools, high 
school/higher education partnerships, educational clinics for 
dropouts, plans allowing students to attend schools out of their 
neighborhood districts, regional magnets, and programs in out-of¬ 
district schools for students who are not doing well, and for 
desegregation purposes. [Nathan, 1987] Examples of these options 
are described in the following paragraphs. 
Regional High Schools 
Twenty years ago North Carolina began a residential high 
school for talented students in the performing arts [Lewis, 1987] 
and followed it in 1980 with one for science and math. [Snider, 
1987] State residential high schools are now also available in 
Alaska [Nathan, 1987], New York, Illinois and Louisiana [Lewis, 
1987]. Charles Robb, former governor of Virginia was 
instrumental in establishing five regional high schools, four 
specializing in science and technology and one in the arts. All have 
waiting lists [Lewis, 1987]. 
Higher Education Options 
Minnesota has pioneered a controversial Postsecondary 
Options Program which allows junior and senior high students to 
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take college courses at state expense and receive college credit for 
them. Students in this program have chosen academic courses and 
have earned grades higher than the freshman average in the 
schools they are attending [Nathan, 1987]. The controversy 
associated with this program has to do with the separation of 
church and state, in that state funds are paying tuition at private 
colleges and universities. 
Educational Clinics 
In 1977 Washington State began educational clinics to assist 
students who have not succeeded in the traditional high school 
setting to improve their basic skills and also to earn GED degrees. 
They began with two clinics and have increased to eight [Nathan, 
1987]. California also has begun special remedial schools for 
dropouts and Colorado has approved a plan “giving high school 
dropouts the option of attending a school in another district with 
an appropriate program for them.” [Lewis, 1987] A Gallup poll 
found that, “among parents who would consider moving their 
children to a different school if given a choice, more would move 
youngsters who were not doing well.” [Nathan, 1987] 
Desegregation and School Improvement 
Thirty-nine states have passed legislation in support of 
equal opportunity and/or desegregation but only five, including 
Massachusetts, have initiated enforcement actions to require 
school systems to eliminate racial isolation. Only four states, 
Massachusetts included, have funded school desegregation 
without a court order. Massachusetts passed a Racial Balance Law 
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in 1965 and has increased state funds for educational equity 
every year since then. This trend was reversed in 1990, when 
funds were decreased. [MA Education Today, 1990] 
About half of the current public schools of choice were 
created as a result of desegregation proceedings. [Raywid, 1987] 
In the 1970s many cities turned to magnet schools as an 
alternative to forced busing to achieve desegregation. Inner city 
schools in Philadelphia, New York, Chicago, Boston and St. Paul 
[Moore and Davenport, 1989] received additional resources in an 
attempt to create magnet schools which would draw white 
students. As the magnet schools succeeded in New York, Chicago 
and Philadelphia, they tended to admit better students. [Moore 
and Davenport, 1989] Magnet schools in St. Paul found they were 
able to draw back into the public schools white students who had 
left for private or parochial schools. [Paulu, 1989] 
Some schools succeeded in raising achievement scores 
simply by raising admissions standards. Chicago magnets, begun 
in 1970, are an example of how admissions polices and additional 
resources can turn magnets into a system of elite schools. [Snider, 
1987] Boston attempted to remedy this difficulty by instituting a 
system of controlled choice in order to assign a balanced student 
body to each school. [Moore and Davenport, 1989] St. Louis has 
been less successful with magnets, in that many of the inner-city 
magnet seats reserved for white students remain empty. [Snider, 
1987] 
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Cambridge, Massachusetts, has a program which allows 
parents to choose among their eleven elementary schools. Parents 
record first, second, and third choices and students are assigned 
according to a formula which maintains racial and language 
balances. [Lewis, 1987] Minnesota, on the other hand, has an open 
enrollment plan for students in kindergarten through twelfth 
grade which has few controls for racial or ability balance. [Lewis, 
1987] School districts have the choice of participating in the 
program, but beginning with the 1989-90 school year, no district 
can prevent students from transferring out unless it hinders 
desegregation plans. 
Choice has been successful in East Harlem, District 4, where 
administrators attribute improved student achievement to their 
choice plan, which began in 1974. [Lewis, 1987] East Harlem, 
located in a predominantly Hispanic section of Manhattan, has 
succeeded in attracting more than 2,000 white students from 
other areas of the city. [Snider, 1987] In Montclair, New Jersey, 
every school in the district is a magnet school. [Snider, 1987] 
A few cities have turned to choice plans solely for purposes 
of school improvement. One example is Eugene, Oregon, where 
students participate in a choice plan even though the student 
body is only six percent minority. Lacking the desegregation 
impetus to implement choice, Eugene turned to choice “to give 
parents and teachers a chance to develop something different 
from the standard curriculum.” [Paulu, 1989] 
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Equity Issues With Schools of Choice 
Public Funding of Private Institutions 
While many public choice plans began in the name of equity, 
or desegregation, the effect is sometimes the opposite. The term 
Schools of Choice means to many people government assistance to 
parents of non-public school students. Parents who have chosen to 
send their children to private or parochial schools complain that 
they are paying taxes to support inadequate public schools as well 
as paying tuition to their chosen schools. “Debate at the federal 
level has focused on the consitutionality and impact of providing 
tax funds to private and parochial schools.” [Nathan, 1987] When 
Ronald Reagan said, “Choice recognizes the principle that there is 
no best way for all of us,” [Paulu, 1989] he was thought to be 
speaking in support of a voucher system which would help 
parents pay for private schools. This can have only a negative 
effect on the public school system. “Conservatives tend to support 
vouchers and liberals tend to oppose them.” [Rossell, 1987] People 
supporting the idea of vouchers have not yet succeeded, but are 
still searching for government help with private school bills. In 
the case of Mueller v. Allen, the U. S. Supreme Court upheld a 
Minnesota statute permitting tax deductions for public, private 
and parochial school expenses. [Paulu, 1989] 
Competition/Selective Admissions 
Even without the diversion of public funds to private or 
parochial schools, magnet schools often have the effect of creating 
a system of good and bad public schools. [Rossell, 1987] Magnet 
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schools often take the best teachers and students from the 
neighborhood schools [Moore and Davenport, 1989] as well as an 
unequal share of resources. [Snider, 1987] A study of 45 magnet 
schools in 15 cities found that “80 per cent of the schools had 
higher average achievement test scores than their district 
averages for the same grade level.” [Blank, 1988] Selective schools 
and programs tend to have limited enrollment, leaving 
neighborhood schools to absorb all fluctuations in enrollment. 
(Moore and Davenport, 1989) These policies are demoralizing to 
students who don’t get in, as well as to the teachers who teach 
them. A school’s reputation improves when it tests higher than 
other schools. “The easiest way to do this is to recruit high- 
achieving students and avoid admitting low-achieving students. 
Thus, the choice process frequently creates competition to attract 
or hold onto students who are already doing well, rather than 
upgrading education of all students.” [Moore and Davenport, 1989] 
To achieve equity, magnet school administrators need to 
implement admissions policies which admit students according to 
their interests and which assure a representative student body. 
[Raywid, 1987] Moore and Davenport “found that educational 
choice was, in the main, operating to the detriment of students at 
risk. (They) found some striking exceptions — for example, magnet 
programs committed to serving a broad spectrum of students that 
opened up exciting new educational possiblities for students at 
risk.” 
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Positive Aspects of Schools of Choice 
In January 1989, the White House and the U. S. Department 
of Education hosted a workshop on the value of choice in 
education. Lauro F. Cavazos, U. S. Secretary of Education, stated, 
“President Bush and I view school choice as the cornerstone for 
restructuring America’s system of elementary and secondary 
education” [Paulu, 1989] The White House workshop identified 
eight benefits of choice: 
1. Bringing basic structural change to our schools; 
2. Recognizing students’ individuality; 
3. Fostering competition and accountability; 
4. Improving educational outcomes; 
5. Keeping potential dropouts in school; 
6. Increasing parents’ freedom; 
7. Increasing parent satisfaction and involvement with 
schools; 
8. Enhancing educational opportunities, particularly for 
disadvantaged parents. 
The 1986 report of the National Governors’ Association, 
Time for Results, stated that choice is needed to “increase student 
achievement, reduce the number of school dropouts, and increase 
the authority of teachers.” 
Many claims have been made for the benefits of choice. 
“Providing choices among schools has helped to: 
reduce dropouts 
increase student achievement and appreciation of learning 
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improve parental involvement and satisfaction 
encourage racial and economic integration 
provide extra challenge for students dissatisfied with the 
conventional program, and 
raise the morale of educators who were allowed to create 
distinctive programs from which families can choose.” 
[Nathan, 1989] 
This is an impressive list of benefits. Surely a program which can 
claim this many advantages deserves careful consideration by 
educators interested in school improvement. 
Parent Involvement 
Making Choice Accessible 
A major difficulty with the implementation of a choice plan 
is informing parents of choices available. The “Achilles heel of 
choice” is that benefiting from it requires a sophistication that 
those most in need of alternatives may not have. [Snider, 1987] 
The 1985 Gallup Poll indicated that while minority parents were 
more willing than white parents to choose an alternative school, 
students from minority and low-income families are the least 
likely to be enrolled in one of the alternative programs. [Snider, 
1987] Clearly, parent outreach must be an integral part of an 
equitable choice plan. 
School choice promotes equity only when all parents are 
made aware of the opportunities which are available. A key 
element in Massachusetts’ schools of choice programs, as funded 
by the Department of Education Office for Educational Equity, is 
the establishment of Parent Information Centers [1990 Chapter 
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636 grant guidelines] which provide information and counseling to 
help parents make choices. [Nathan, 1989] Important activities of 
these centers include: providing materials describing the schools; 
having all materials translated into appropriate languages; 
training parents to call and share information with non-involved 
parents; arranging tours of schools for parents; and developing 
relationships with community based organizations [FOCUS, 1989]. 
Parents as Partners 
Parent involvement in the education of their children is 
increasingly associated with improved academic success. [ASCD, 
1989; Krasnow, 1990] Schools of Choice plans can change the 
relationship between schools and families. Parents who have 
chosen a school, even if it is their neighborhood school, have a 
greater sense of ownership and identification simply because they 
have chosen it. Parental choice “would force each school to define 
its mission, its goals, and its methods of attaining its goals.” [Koval, 
1989] Schools which involve parents and other adults have a 
special ability to help students and to build a strong school 
community. [Weston, 1989] According to a 1989 Gallup Poll, more 
than 40% of the general public believed parents should have a say 
in decisions affecting their schools. Fifty-three per cent believe 
parents should have more to say about school curriculum. Only 
25% of respondents believe that parents have a great deal or a 
fair amount of say regarding curriculum. [Elam, 1990] 
The M. I. T. study on improving education for minority 
students calls for “making families full partners in the educational 
22 
process” including taking part in educational governance. As 
schools of choice plans acknowledge the value of parent 
involvement, schools are developing plans to include parents and 
teachers in shared decision making regarding all aspects of school 
life. [Cohen, 1990] For some years, federal and state governments 
have mandated greater parental input in specific areas such as 
Title I, bilingual education and school improvement councils. 
[Henderson, 1986; Lewis, 1989] In some instances, these 
mandated parent councils have done little more than approve 
decisions made by administrators. They have served as a 
beginning, however, and have focused attention on the need to 
include parents in decisions regarding their children. [McLaughlin 
and Shields, 1987] 
School Based Management 
Another component of the current wave of reform, school 
based management, meshes well with schools of choice. Both can 
lead to decentralization, increased teacher and parent 
involvement, and greater educational diversity among schools. As 
school districts continue to search for new avenues to school 
improvement, they are moving away from adopting new 
programs to changing the way decisions are made. [AASA, 1988] 
Attention has turned to an analysis of school decision making 
which questions which decisions can be made at the school level, 
who makes them [Lewis, 1989], and can they be shifted to the 
persons who are most directly affected. [AASA, 1988] John 
Naisbitt, in Megatrends, argues that “people whose lives are 
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affected by a decision must be part of the process of arriving at 
that decision.” [AASA, 1988] 
School-based management is rapidly “becoming the 
centerpiece” of the current wave of reform. Supporters claim it 
can empower teachers, improve morale, stimulate innovation, 
[David, 1989] increase communication, nurture and stimulate new 
leaders at all levels, shift the emphasis in staff development, and 
give staff, parents and teachers a greater feeling of ownership in 
their school. [AASA, 1988] Schools with a high degree of teacher 
collaboration and communication are more open to change than 
schools where teachers are more isolated. [Krasnow, 1990] 
School-based management is an inclusionary process. 
Principals, teachers, parents and community members are 
involved in making significant decisions about schools. [AASA, 
1988] Three crucial areas for shared decision-making are budget, 
curriculum and hiring. [Lewis, 1989] Planning groups have 
typically dealt with noninstructional issues such as buildings, 
discipline and community relations. These issues are more likely 
to be addressed by planning groups because they are more likely 
to be school wide issues, they are often more pressing, and they 
are issues where it is easier to reach agreement. [Marburger, 
1985] An increasing number of schools have found positive 
benefits from representative planning groups. An example is 
California’s School Improvement Program which requires 
“partnership” councils with specific programmatic responsibilities. 
These councils are composed of 50% staff and 50% 
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parents/community and have been considered effective because 
they provide parents with decision-making authority. [McLaughlin 
and Schields, 1987] 
Changing the way decisions are made from authoritarian 
lines of command to school based teams requires clear definitions 
of limits of authority and the agreement of the superintendent 
and school committee. [Marburger, 1985] This shift to shared 
decision making is more likely to be successful if done gradually 
over a period of several years than if mandated for immediate 
implementation. [Lewis, 1989; English, 1989] Decisions should be 
made at the lowest possible level and should involve staff 
members, students and parents in exploring options and 
alternatives. [English, 1989] Giving parents a voice in making 
decisions must not be confused with running the schools or 
teaching classes. [Fernandez, 1985] While group decision making is 
more complex than traditional authoritarian methods, it is more 
appropriate for important decisions because it results in a higher 
level of commitment. [Hansen, 1989] 
Allowing major decision making to be done by school-based 
teams is likely to result in greater differences among schools. 
Diverse and well-defined school identities fit well into a schools of 
choice plan. Individual schools can vary in many ways, including 
the type of resources used to deliver the curriculum, program 
variations, remedial or enrichment opportunities, and the kind 
and quality of electives. [English, 1989] Attempts to make schools 
uniform in the name of equity are misguided. Students’ needs are 
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not the same and a variety of offerings from which to choose 
increases the likelihood that these needs will be met. [AASA, 
1988] 
A logical extension of shifting authority from central office 
to school based teams is to charge these teams with making 
decisions which are responsive to the needs of the school 
community. In many Massachusetts schools, the beginning of 
School Improvement Councils marked the first structured 
opportunity for parents and teaches to work together to identify 
and discuss the needs of the school. [MA Education Today, 5/88] 
Considerable effort has been involved in developing 
questionnaires, interviews and surveys to assist school 
administrators and planning teams in developing programs which 
are responsive to the needs of the community. Surveys conducted 
in Lowell, Worcester and New Bedford, as part of Massachusetts’ 
desegregation planning, have shown that parents have very 
definite and very different ideas about what they want from 
schools. [Clinchy, 1987] It is this kind of data which gives 
direction to administrators and teams as they attempt to 
formulate goals, objectives and action plans. [Marburger,1985] 
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CHAPTER III 
METHODOLOGY 
Introduction 
School systems which adopt choice plans as a means of 
achieving school improvement, desegregation and/or parent 
involvement do so believing that parents’ reasons for choosing a 
school are sufficiently varied that enrollment goals can be 
achieved by manipulating the choices available. This belief rests 
on a long history of parents choosing a school by buying a home in 
the right neighborhood or sending their children to private or 
parochial schools. Indeed, some districts measure the success of 
their choice plans by how many private school families they are 
able to lure back into the public school system. It also rests on a 
shorter history of scattered success of magnet school programs in 
luring parents to send their children away from their 
neighborhood schools. 
The choice plan adopted by officials in the city being studied 
fulfilled a belief that choice should be available to all people 
regardless of economic, minority or ethnic status, and that the 
development of varied educational programs would encourage 
minority families to choose schools with lower minority 
concentrations than the ones nearest their homes. 
The development of options which would increase the 
educational diversity among the five elementary schools has been 
placed in the hands of school based planning teams. To increase 
the likelihood of success of these teams, they have been charged 
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with planning change initiatives which have a large amount of 
parent and teacher support. These teams are to use the survey 
results as a first step in identifying these areas of interest and 
then meet with faculty and parent groups to gain further 
information. 
In the Spring of 1990, school-based planning teams were 
formed in each of the city's five elementary schools. At about the 
same time, teachers and parents were surveyed to ascertain their 
opinions about directions for school improvement. Responses to 
the survey frame this study. Preferences expressed by teachers, 
by parents, and points of group convergence/divergence are 
reported. 
Research Design 
Teacher preferences, parent preferences, teacher/parent 
convergence points, and teacher/parent divergence points will be 
ascertained via analyses of survey data obtained and then related 
to schools of choice proposals that emerge. The former are akin to 
independent variables; the latter dependent variables. Research 
methods will be implemented to depict the independent variable 
characteristics and to depict relationships between the 
independent and dependent variables. 
Sample 
The administration of the survey raised questions. Who 
should be surveyed and why? Should faculty surveys be counted 
separately from parent surveys? Should parents of pre-schoolers 
be included as well as parents of children already in the schools? 
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Fears surfaced on the part of some educators that the survey 
results would be considered a vote on various issues, and the 
question was raised about whether faculty votes would carry 
more weight than parent votes. The option of doing a statistically 
appropriate controlled survey of a random sample of the 
populations was discarded as premature and frightening. Given 
all of the misunderstanding and apprehension regarding the 
course to be taken by the schools of choice plan and the idea of a 
survey which would exclude the majority of the school community 
from expressing opinions, it seemed to be more productive to 
solicit opinions from everyone who wanted to express them. 
Survey results obtained in this way lacked the authority of a 
random sample survey. This allowed those who disagreed with 
the results to discount them. Results which could be touted as 
gospel would have carried the weight of a vote and carried more 
pressure for change in particular directions. Given the lack of 
understanding of many of the options, however, the value of such 
a survey would have been questionable. As administered, the 
survey results gave the school planning teams a reason to 
continue their study of the various options and their efforts to 
solicit the wishes and needs of their school communities, using the 
survey results as a context for discussion. From a change agent's 
point of view, this was the better course because it provided the 
setting for a continued search for understanding and concensus. 
From a statistician's point of view, however, a more valid survey 
would have been preferable. 
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The survey was administered to teachers at a regular 
faculty meeting. Teachers were invited, but not required, to 
complete the survey. A total of 127 surveys were completed of a 
possible 183. The survey was mailed to all parents who had a 
child below kindergarten age, according to the city's annual 
census. Elementary school students were given the survey to take 
home with them. Some parents reported receiving three or four 
surveys, others none. Parents were asked to return one survey 
from each family. A total of 392 completed surveys were 
returned. There are nearly 1800 students in the elementary 
schools. Since it is unknown how many families have more than 
one child in school, we can only guess how many families could 
have responded. If we assume an average of two children per 
family, then there would have been the potential for 900 returns. 
Instrumentation 
A survey instrument was developed by a committee of 
parents, teachers and administrators. Questions were based on 
schools of choice surveys used in other communities, the advice of 
a consultant who has assisted other school systems in the 
development of surveys, and the interests of the individual 
members of the committee. The process of developing the survey 
proved to be surprisingly difficult. The realization that there was 
considerable lack of understanding and/or disagreement on the 
options to be presented made the development of the instrument 
a frustrating and seemingly impossible task. Drawing on other 
school systems' experiences, survey designers initially presented 
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options for theme schools, options which were later rejected as 
being inappropriate for this school system. Once the theme idea 
was rejected, there seemed no way to word a document which 
solicited options for "additional enrichment possibilities." Many 
teachers who had seen early versions of the survey were unable 
see the difference in the new version. A positive outcome of the 
lengthy and difficult attempt to produce a survey which met the 
needs of the school system was the opportunity for the school 
community to give serious thought to questions of how the schools 
operate and how they could be improved. People were pulled 
together to discuss these issues and their individual visions of 
what schools should be in a way that had not happened before. 
Several versions of the survey were presented to and 
rejected by the steering committee and the administration. A 
version similar to the one used here was pre-tested by the 55- 
member citywide advisory committee. The survey instrument 
solicits opinions on levels of interest in providing enrichment in 
seven curriculum areas, ten program options, and five 
organizational or philosophical approaches. Respondents were 
asked to express their levels of interest by rank ordering the 
following seven curriculum areas: People and Culture, The 
Communications Program, Nature and Environment, Computers, 
The Arts, Community Partnerships and The Microsociety Program. 
The data used in this study are drawn from areas which were 
ranked first or second in order of interest. The second section of 
the survey asked respondents to respond very interested, 
somewhat interested or not at all interested to the following nine 
program options: all day kindergarten, two-way bilingual 
program, more remedial opportunities, more gifted and talented 
opportunities, before-school child care, after-school child care, 
after-school athletic programs, expanded instrumental music 
program, and expanded parental involvement program. The third 
section asked respondents to indicate very interested, somewhat 
interested, or not interested to the following forms of organization 
or teaching style: self-contained classes, multi-age classes, non- 
graded classes, the developmental approach, and the integrated 
approach. A copy of the survey is included in the appendix. 
Procedures/timeline 
Survey forms were completed in May 1990. Answers were 
coded to indicate parent or teacher status, and level of interest in 
each of the program options. Data were recorded using dBase III 
Plus and frequency distributions were found using SPSS. These 
data are presented in the form of tables and graphs. A 
description of each school is given along with responses on 
academic enrichment possibilities for each school. Comparisons 
are made between responses of parents and teachers by tables 
which list these academic areas in the order of their interest to 
each of the groups. Responses on program options and forms of 
organization are described. Primary teacher preferences and 
parent preferences across topics are identified, as well as primary 
convergence points and divergence points. These preferences and 
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convergence points are reviewed by school and used to predict 
outcomes for each school. 
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CHAPTER IV 
RESULTS 
Introduction 
Results are reported according to the three divisions of the 
survey: academic enrichment possibilities, program options, and 
forms of organization. Surveys were returned from 127 teachers 
and 392 parents, representing the city's five elementary school 
communities. Tables are presented comparing positive responses 
from teachers and parents, as city wide totals and for each school. 
In addition, graphs illustrate complete responses, very interested, 
somewhat interested, and not interested, for the second two 
sections. Data description focuses on identifying areas of 
convergence and divergence between the groups. Background 
information is given on each school to provide a context for 
predictions based on survey results. 
Academic Enrichment Possibilities 
The first section of the survey presented a brief description 
of seven possible areas of academic enrichment - areas where 
programs could be developed over and above the system's core 
curriculum. These areas are: People and Culture, The 
Communications Program, Nature and Environment, Computers, 
The Arts, Community Partnerships and The Microsociety Program. 
Respondents were asked to rank these seven choices to reflect the 
intensity of their interest in them or their desire in seeing 
expansion in these areas in their own school. Responses were 
tallied by academic area to indicate the percentage of respondents 
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who ranked each option as first or second choice. These 
percentages are presented by variable, according to identification 
as a parent or teacher, by school and as city wide averages. A 
description of the option as it appeared on the survey is 
presented. 
People and Culture 
Additional opportunities may be provided for students to 
develop skills in geography, history, and studies of people and 
places. 
Table 1: People and Culture 
ranked first or second 
facultv parents 
Citywide 52% 37% 
School One 73% 34% 
School Two 33% 39% 
School Three 42% 43% 
School Four 70% 25% 
School Five 47% 39% 
The range of faculty opinion is both higher and considerably 
broader (33%-74%) than the range of parent opinion (25%-43%). 
The highest faculty percentages are in School One (73%) and 
School Four (70%) and the lowest in School Two (33%). Parent 
opinion ranges from 39% in Schools Two and Five to 25% in School 
Four. There is greater divergence among faculty and parents in 
Schools One and Four than in Two, Three and Five. 
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The Arts 
Additional opportunities may be provided for students to 
develop skills in the study of art, music, theater, and dance. 
Table 2: The Arts 
ranked first or second 
facultv parents 
Citywide 41% 33% 
School One 18% 42% 
School Two 44% 27% 
School Three 29% 35% 
School Four 20% 30% 
School Five 31% 25% 
The range of faculty opinion, 18%-44%, is greater than the range 
of parent opinion, 25%-42%. Faculty percentages are higher than 
parents in Schools Two (faculty 44%, parents 27%) and Five 
(faculty 31%, parents 25%). The greatest difference is in School 
One (faculty 18%, parents 42%). 
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Nature and Environment 
Additional opportunities may be provided for students to 
develop skills in the study of plants, animals, ecology, and 
conservation. 
Table 3: Nature and Environment 
ranked first or second 
facultv parents 
Citywide 31% 37% 
School One 31% 39% 
School Two 50% 42% 
School Three 29% 28% 
School Four 40% 31% 
School Five 22% 38% 
Faculty opinion ranges from 50% in School Two to 22% in School 
Five. Parent opinion ranges from 42% in School Two to 28% in 
School Three. School Three represented the lowest parent opinion 
among the schools but was in strong agreement with the School 
Three faculty (29%). Faculty percentages were higher in School 
Two (faculty 50%, parents 42%), School Three (faculty 29%, 
parents 28%), and School Four (faculty 40%, parents 31%). 
Community Partnerships 
Additional opportunities may be provided for students to 
develop skills in the study of cities and society, and the local 
community. 
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Table 4: Community Partnerships 
ranked first or second 
facultv parents 
Citywide 8% 7% 
School One 8% 9% 
School Two 11% 7% 
School Three 5% 8% 
School Four 0% 6% 
School Five 9% 5% 
Faculty interest in community partnerships ranges from 0% in 
School Four to 11% in School Two. Both groups exhibit small, 
extremely low ranges on this variable. 
ComDuters 
Additional opportunities may be provided for students to 
use the computer as a tool to enhance work in all disciplines. 
Table 5: Computers 
ranked first or second 
facultv parents 
Citywide 17% 34% 
School One 25% 36% 
School Two 33% 33% 
School Three 15% 19% 
School Four 0% 41% 
School Five 16% 38% 
Computers in schools elicit greater enthusiasm from parents than 
faculty both as a city wide average (faculty 17%, parents 34%) and 
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in each individual school, with the exception of School Two, where 
both groups agree. The lowest faculty opinion (0%) is in School 
Four, which also has the highest parent opinion (41%). 
The Microsociety Program 
Additional opportunities may be provided to help students 
learn how society works. Students will not only learn about 
all aspects of the city in which they live, but will set up and 
run their own society in school, including banks, business 
corporations, government, newspaper, etc. 
ranked first or second 
facultv parents 
Citywide 9% 15% 
School One 4% 20% 
School Two 6% 6% 
School Three 7% 15% 
School Four 20% 16% 
School Five 9% 18% 
This option generated very little interest, particularly among 
faculty. The faculty range of 4%-20% was close to the parent 
range of 6%-20%, but the citywide average was faculty 9%, 
parents 15%. 
The Communications Program 
Additional opportunities may be provided for students to 
receive instructions that would strengthen communications 
skills: writing, reading, and oral language. Strong writing 
skills would be developed: creative writing, report writing, 
poetry, etc. A school newspaper could be developed. 
ranked first or second 
facultv Darents 
Citywide 41% 38% 
School One 42% 36% 
School Two 50% 42% 
School Three 20% 41% 
School Four 50% 37% 
School Five 56% 38% 
The range of faculty opinion (20%-56%) is considerably larger 
than the range of parent opinion (36%-42%). Faculty percentages 
are higher than parents in every school except School Three, 
where the faculty percentage (20%) is less than half of parent 
percentage (41%). 
Program Options 
The second section of the survey listed nine program options 
and asked respondents to indicate if they were very interested, 
somewhat interested or not interested in each option. The nine 
options considered were: 
all-day kindergarten 
two-way bilingual program 
more remedial opportunities 
more gifted and talented opportunities 
before-school childcare 
after-school childcare 
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after-school athletic programs 
expanded instrumental music program 
expanded parental involvement 
These program options are discussed either singly, or in 
groups when appropriate, with an emphasis on areas of 
convergence and divergence among schools and among faculty 
and parent groups. Each of the options will be described in the 
context of this school system's experience. 
All-Dav Kindergarten 
All-day kindergarten is one of the more complex program 
options considered because of the variety of reasons which people 
have for wanting or not wanting it. It strikes at the very heart of 
attitudes and values regarding child-rearing. Kindergarten used 
to be the first step away from the security and comfort of home, 
and the half-day schedule was a reasonable amount of time for 
this first experience of separation. In recent years all-day 
kindergarten has become more and more common-place in public 
schools as the lives of young families have changed. Many 
children entering kindergarten now are accustomed to spending 
long days in day-care centers or pre-schools. Parents of these 
children often complain about the two-and-a-half-hour 
kindergarten as being inappropriate for their children. They 
argue that in terms of an academic and social experience their 
children are ready for a longer kindergarten day and would be 
better off spending the day in one place than going from 
kindergarten to a day-care center. Other parents believe the best 
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thing for their children would be half-day kindergarten with the 
child then coming home to the family, but financial pressures 
make this course impossible. Then there are parents who are able 
to stay home with their children who feel that a half-day of school 
is enough for a five-year-old child. Kindergarten teachers often 
express frustration at how little time they have with the children 
during half-day sessions, and how they would prefer three to four 
hours, if not full-day. 
The Commonwealth of Massachusetts requires public school 
systems to offer kindergarten, but parents are not required to 
send their children to them. School attendance is not mandatory 
until the calendar year during which the child turns six years of 
age, at which time they can enter first grade. All-day 
kindergartens often are valued by school officials but are not 
implemented because of the increased expense. In times of 
severe budget-cutting, school systems which implemented a 
program of full-day kindergartens for educational reasons, often 
find they need to revert to half-day programs for financial 
reasons. 
The survey showed strong, but by no means unanimous, 
support for all-day kindergartens from both facuty and parents. 
Total Faculty N=127 
Total Parents N=392 
School One Faculty n=26 
School One Parents n=77 
School Two Faculty n=l 8 
School Two Parents n=76 
School Three Faculty n=4l 
School Three Parents n=54 
School Four Faculty n= 10 
School Four Parents n=71 
School Five Faculty n=32 
School Five Parents n=101 
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Percentages 
■ Very Interested 
B Somewhat Interested 
□ Not Interested 
Figure 1: All-day kindergarten 
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Table 8: All-dav kindergarten 
very interested 
facultv parents 
Citywide 34% 39% 
School One 42% 44% 
School Two 11% 45% 
School Three 46% 41% 
School Four 30% 38% 
School Five 25% 31% 
The group with the largest number responding very interested in 
all-day kindergarten was the faculty in School Three, a school 
with a large minority, low-income population. Faculty here are 
well-aware that they have a very needy student body, and the 
highest percentage citywide of children who are not considered 
ready for first grade at the end of the kindergarten year. School 
One, which has a similar student body and similar problems, was 
the second most enthusiastic school. The School One kindergarten 
teacher is such a strong advocate for all-day kindergarten that she 
has suggested having children come all-day on alternate days 
rather than half-days every day. Her plan cannot even be 
considered due to the day-care nightmares which it would 
produce. 
The greatest divergence of parent/faculty opinion is in 
School Two, where 11% of faculty and 45% of parents were very 
interested. This represented the lowest faculty interest and the 
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highest parent interest. The low faculty interest may be related 
to the fact that the kindergarten is not housed in the school with 
the other grades. School Two has been overcrowed for some 
years, causing kindergarten classes to be held elsewhere. This 
isolation of the kindergarten has resulted in far fewer 
opportunities for the kindergarten to be a part of the school 
community. 
The range of parent interest is much smaller, 31%-45%, than 
the faculty range, ll%-46%. School officials believe that it is 
important to expand the kindergarten program in the near future, 
as soon as fiscal realities will allow it. Based on the results of this 
survey, the school administration could proceed with beginning at 
least one section of all-day kindergarten in each school with 
reasonable confidence that parents would choose to take 
advantage of the opportunity. 
Before-school and After-school Child Care 
Providing child care for children outside of school hours is a 
serious problem for many working parents. Many find 
themselves involved in complicated arrangements where the child 
has to be dropped off at a sitter's home before school, then picked 
up and taken to the same, or often another, sitter, when school is 
over. Life would be much simpler for these parents if their 
children could be cared for and educated all in one place. 
Arrangements of this sort are increasingly evident in the public 
schools. This year, for the first time, before-school child care is 
being offered in a public school in this system. This program 
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began after the survey was completed. Under an arrangement 
with a private provider, before-school child care is offered at 
School Two. Schools Two and Three offer after-school child care. 
A strong divergence between faculty and parent opinions on 
child care is evident in the survey results, with parents expressing 
considerably more interest in these programs. 
Table 9: Before-school child care 
very interested 
faculty parents 
Citywide 10% 31% 
School One 15% 36% 
School Two 6% 33% 
School Three 5% 26% 
School Four 30% 28% 
School Five 9% 26% 
There is a slightly greater interest in after-school child care than 
before-school child care on the part of both faculty and parents. 
Table 10: After-school child care 
very interested 
faculty parents 
Citywide 14% 37% 
School One 19% 49% 
School Two 6% 41% 
School Three 12% 37% 
School Four 13% 28% 
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Given that childcare is not strictly an educational issue, it is not 
surprising that faculty interest is considerably less than parent 
interest. The one exception is found in School Four, where more 
faculty than parents expressed interest in before and after-school 
childcare. It is possible that these teachers have childcare 
problems of their own which would be alleviated by having day 
care available in the building where they teach. 
As schools take on greater responsibilities for the children 
they are educating, it is reasonable that childcare be of interest to 
school officials. Given that many school buildings are empty when 
the children are not there, it seems logical: that the space be used 
for childcare; and, that the children be given the benefit of 
spending their day in one setting, hopefully one which is safe, 
healthy and nurturing. 
After-school Athletic Programs 
A variety of after school programs exist throughout the 
school system, ranging from day care which frees parents for 
work or other activities, to once a week activities like scouting or 
music lessons which often involve parents in the activities 
themselves, but at least involves them in transportation. Parents 
needs for after-school programs are related to the working 
schedules of parents. 
At School One busing is provided to day care at two sites 
and Brownies and a physical fitness program take place at the 
school once a week. As soon as the School One addition is 
completed, there will likely be more after-school activities. School 
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Two has an afterschool day care program provided by the YMCA 
and a cooking, shop and sewing program for sixth graders offered 
by a private organization. School Three offers Brownies and Girl 
Scouts, music classes, activities sponsored by the city recreation 
department, tutoring for children in the Massachusetts Migrant 
Program, and YMCA provided day care. Schools Four and Five 
have programs provided by the city recreation deparment and 
scouting groups. 
Table 11: After-school athletic programs 
very interested 
facultv parents 
Citywide 25% 50% 
School One 50% 48% 
School Two 22% 51% 
School Three 10% 43% 
School Four 10% 52% 
School Five 28% 55% 
There is a wide divergence between parents and teachers on 
this issue, with twice as many parents citywide expressing a wish 
for after-school athletics. This is obviously of very little interest 
to faculty, with the exception of School One, where more faculty 
(50%) than parents (48%) favor expanding the athletic offerings. 
The new additions at Schools One and Four both contain large 
gymnasiums which were designed with the idea that they will be 
community facilities rather than restricted to school use. Based on 
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this survey, programs of after-school athletics would have many 
interested families, but they will have to be organized and offered 
by groups other than school officials. 
Two-way Bilingual Program 
Educators concerned with bilingual education consider the 
two-way program the best way to teach children a second 
language. Among the general population, there is considerable 
disagreement about the value of teaching immigrant children in 
their native languages. This disagreement is not new. Before 
World War II, the United States had many immigrant 
communities where schools, churches and business life were 
conducted in the language of the homeland. The war brought a 
suspicion of people speaking foreign tongues and led to laws 
requiring that all public schooling be conducted in English. In 
more recent years American schools have experienced an influx of 
large numbers of Spanish and Asian children who do not 
understand English. Schools in Massachusetts are required to 
offer native language instruction in any language where the school 
system has more than twenty students who speak that language. 
Bilingual educators argue that children learn better and faster in 
the long run if they learn literacy skills in their native language 
then translate into English. Schools are expected to place these 
children in art, music and physical education classes with English- 
speaking children in order to begin social assimilation and to learn 
conversational English. But they are to learn language arts, math, 
science and social studies in their native language. This allows 
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their education to continue while they are learning English. As 
they are ready, they are moved into English-speaking math 
classes, then science, then social studies, and finally language arts. 
This is better than a total immersion program, but the children 
are still isolated and outside of the educational mainstream. 
In a two-way program, a class contains equal numbers of 
English speaking and Spanish-speaking students, and two 
teachers, one for each language. Both groups of children learn 
literacy skills in their native tongue, and both groups begin to 
learn a second language at the same time. This puts the 
immigrant children on a more even footing in that both groups 
have a first language and are learning a second language. The 
main drawback to this sort of program is that the need for two 
teachers makes it expensive. Given that this school district has 
not had, or even considered a two-way program, it is surprising 
that the response was as favorable as it was. 
Table 12: Two-way bilingual program 
facultv parents 
Citywide 25% 28% 
School One 31% 42% 
School Two 0% 22% 
School Three 32% 39% 
School Four 10% 25% 
School Five 25% 19% 
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Citywide results indicate that parents are slightly more 
enthusiastic about this possibility than faculty members. Schools 
One and Three, the two schools which house the transitional 
bilingual programs and have the largest minority populations, 
were understandably most eager for a two-way program, with a 
greater percentage of parents than teachers expressing interest. 
Schools Two and Four had many more parents than teachers 
interested. Only School Five had more teachers interested than 
parents. Survey results do indicate enough parent support for a 
two-way bilingual program for the school department to proceed 
with a pilot program, if and when funds become available. 
More Remedial and More Gifted and Talented Opportunities 
The high levels of support for more remedial and more 
gifted and talented opportunities present questions for school 
officials to ponder. Are students at the high and low ends of the 
student body being neglected? Are current teaching strategies so 
geared to the middle that many students' needs are not 
addressed? The high school in this system has been criticized for 
slighting the non-college bound students while doing a superb job 
of preparing those who are headed for college. Bitter debates 
have taken place between parents and educators who favor 
ability grouping and those who fear that heterogeneous classes 
will help the lower students at the expense of the higher ones. 
Classroom teachers at the elementary level have worked in recent 
years to develop teaching strategies which will allow for more 
heterogeneous learning groups, e.g., more literature-based 
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language studies and fewer basal reader groups, more hands-on 
math and science activities and less of a textbook approach, and 
more cooperative learning approaches. In spite of this trend, the 
majority of teachers favor more remedial and gifted and talented 
opportunities. A weakness of the survey was in not elaborating 
on whether these opportunities were to be in the form of pull-out 
programs, in-class models involving teaming with special teachers, 
or more training in teaching a diverse group of students. 
Table 13: More remedial opportunities 
very interested 
faculty Darents 
Citywide 52% 36% 
School One 46% 36% 
School Two 50% 28% 
School Three 42% 33% 
School Four 70% 38% 
School Five 66% 40% 
Table 14: More gifted and i talented opportunities 
facultv parents 
Citywide 55% 53% 
School One 42% 61% 
School Two 50% 37% 
School Three 76% 59% 
School Four 70% 52% 
School Five 38% 54% 
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Showing an unusual consistency of opinion, in every school more 
teachers than parents favored more remedial opportunities. The 
highest faculty percentages, 70% of faculty in School Four and 66% 
in School Five, occurred in the two schools which do not have 
Chapter I services. These teachers are keenly aware of the fact 
that teachers in Schools One, Two and Three, have help with low- 
achieving students that they do not have. Parents seen to be less 
aware of this difference. The range of faculty opinion interested 
in remedial opportunities is 42% to 70%; the entire parent range 
of 28% to 40% is below the faculty range. 
There is a greater convergence in citywide results in the 
area of gifted and talented opportunities, with 55% of faculty very 
interested and 53% of parents. The parent range of 37% to 61% 
almost fits into the faculty range of 38% to 76%. There are 
differences between the schools however. In Schools One and 
Five, a greater percentage of parents than faculty expressed 
interest. In Schools Two, Three and Four, greater numbers of 
teachers expressed interest. The greatest interest in gifted and 
talented came from the faculty in School Three, the faculty which 
has had the most training in this area. The high parent interest 
raises the question of whether 53% of parents believe their 
children to be gifted, or do they see in gifted and talented 
programs the possibility of more exciting enrichment learning 
opportunities? Survey responses in these two areas raise 
questions which need to be addressed in future studies. 
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Expanded Instrumental Music Program 
This school system has had limited experience with 
providing instrumental music lessons to elementary school 
students, and no plan has been found which makes everyone 
happy. Having the lessons take place before or after school 
requires that parents provide transportation. Having lessons 
during school adds one more interruption in the day of the 
classroom teacher. A student who leaves class for a lesson or 
ensemble rehearsal frequently misses a lesson in math, science or 
reading which will need to be made up sooner or later. The low 
faculty interest in music may be the result of a wish to minimize 
interruptions rather than purely a lack of interest in instrumental 
music. 
Table 15: ExDanded instrumental music Droeram 
facultv parents 
Citywide 20% 53% 
School One 15% 53% 
School Two 17% 54% 
School Three 27% 56% 
School Four 10% 51% 
School Five 19% 51% 
A consistent pattern is evident in responses to the question 
expanding the instrumental program. Citywide 20% of faculty 
and 53% of parents were very interested. Each of the five schools 
reported this same relationship, with faculty showing little 
interest and parents showing very strong interest. Parent interest 
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levels were remarkably similar from school to school, with the 
range of the very interested being 51% to 53%. The range of very 
interested faculty opinion is somewhat greater, 10% in School One, 
to 27% in School Three. School Three recently received a grant to 
support a partnership with a local private music group which will 
bring more instrumental music into intermediate level classrooms. 
This program will be designed to be a part of the curriculum and 
will involve the entire class, rather than pulling a few students 
away from classroom activities. Information about community 
interest in an expanded instrumental music program is of little 
use in a time of budgetary distress when school boards are 
looking for programs to cut. Unfortunately, music is often one of 
the first to go. 
Expanded Parental Involvement 
This is one of the broader questions on the survey because 
there is such a vast array of ways in which parents can be 
involved in the schools. When respondents thought of expanded 
parental involvement they probably had many different activities 
in mind. Current parent involvement includes Parent Teacher 
Organizations, fund-raising, grant-writing, producing school 
newsletters, and assisting in classrooms, on field trips, and with 
music and drama productions, as well as serving on decision¬ 
making and advisory committees, such as school improvement 
councils, parent advisory councils, building committees, and the 
Schools of Choice school planning teams. There is a small group of 
parents who are critical of the school system who would like to 
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have a greater voice in how children are taught. This group 
successfully lobbied the school committee to increase parent 
representation on committees studying tracking, at-risk students, 
long-range planning and parental involvement. Their negative 
attitude has made some teachers reluctant to have parents in the 
classroom. 
Table 16: Expanded parental involvement 
facultv parents 
Citywide 25% 43% 
School One 15% 35% 
School Two 6% 42% 
School Three 29% 61% 
School Four 30% 47% 
School Five 34% 37% 
Faculty interest in expanded parental involvement ranges from 
6% in School Two to 34% in School Five, with a citywide result of 
25%. Parent interest has a smaller range, from 35% in School One 
to 61% in School Three, with a citywide average of 43%. The 
greatest convergence of opinion is at School Five, where the 
parent average of 37% was only three percentage points from the 
faculty average of 34%. The greatest divergence of opinion is in 
Schools Two and Three, where there is considerably more interest 
among parents than teachers. This is obviously an area which 
warrants further study on the part of school officials. 
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Forms of Oreanization 
Differing forms of school and classroom organization have 
been the subject of study and experimentation for years. 
Educators have firm opinions on this subject but parents are 
seldom included in dialogue on the reasons for organizing in one 
way or another. Many school systems feel that it is essential to 
good instruction to have children grouped strictly by grade level, 
while others feel equally strongly that there are advantages to 
having second and third graders or fifth and six graders in a room 
together. This school system has a history of having self- 
contained classes at the elementary level. On the few occasions 
when two grade levels of children were grouped together, it has 
been for economic reasons rather than educational or social ones. 
Five forms of organization were included in the survey, with brief 
definitions of each one. Respondents were asked to indicate if 
they were very interested, somewhat interested or not interested 
in each of the options. The very interested answers are listed in 
the tables in order to compare high enthusiasm levels by parent 
and teacher groups and by schools. Complete data, i.e., very 
interested, somewhat interested, and not interested, are presented 
by groups in the graphs. 
Self-contained Classes 
In a self-contained classroom a teacher has responsibility 
for one group of students for all of their academic subjects. They 
are sometimes aided by remedial teachers who work with 
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students who are behind in reading or math. They generally have 
teachers who are specialists in art, music or physical education, 
with whom the children spend one or two periods a week. 
Occasionally the classroom teacher and the specialists will attempt 
to integrate their curricula, but typically the classroom teacher 
counts on having a free period while the students are at art, music 
or physical education. Assumptions supporting the self-contained 
classroom are that 1) elementary children need the consistency of 
working with a single teacher, 2) this set up allows the teacher to 
know the students well, and 3) that the subject matter at the 
elementary level is simple enough that one teacher can 
sufficiently master the math, science and social studies needed. 
This school system works mainly with self-contained classrooms, 
with the exception of School Five which has grouped children from 
grades three through six in reading and math, according to 
perceived ability levels. They have been moving away from this 
practice and now are largely self-contained, with a few classes 
still grouping for math. A few teachers in School One have 
worked out team teaching arrangements at various grade levels, 
and have been very happy with the results. 
The survey described self-contained classes as "Students are 
grouped by age; all subjects are taught in one class." 
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Table 17: Self-contained classes 
facultv parents 
Citywide 60% 36% 
School One 50% 47% 
School Two 67% 29% 
School Three 68% 22% 
School Four 80% 48% 
School Five 47% 36% 
Both in the citywide results and in each individual school, 
teachers are far more enthusiastic about self-contained classes 
than are parents. School Four has the highest percentage of both 
parents and teachers, even though the citywide pattern of greater 
faculty support is evident. 
Multi-age Classes 
The survey defines this option simply: "Students of different 
ages are together." This school system has had minimal 
experience with multi-age classes. When classes have been 
combined, it has not been because school officials believed that 
multi-age classes were better educationally or socially, but 
because combining classes allowed them to avoid hiring an extra 
teacher. This recently happened in Schools One and Four where 
there were too many children for one third grade and too 
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many for one fourth grade, but not enough for two classes at each 
grade level. The result was one third grade, one fourth grade, and 
one combined third and fourth grade class. In both cases, very 
good teachers were assigned to the mixed classes, and parents 
expressed happiness at having their children in these classes. 
Tffle 18: Multi-age classes 
facultv parents 
Citywide 26% 14% 
School One 46% 21% 
School Two 0% 16% 
School Three 15% 13% 
School Four 30% 14% 
School Five 38% 10% 
The range of faculty opinion on multi-age classes, 0%-46% is 
considerably larger than the parent range, 10%-21%. School One, 
which has had recent positive experience with multi-age classes is 
highest in both faculty (46%) and parents (21%). The most 
striking divergence is in School Two, where not one teacher 
expressed strong interest, but 16% of parents, the second highest 
parent response, are very interested. 
Non-graded Classes 
It is hard to know what people had in mind when they 
responded to this option. The survey said simply, "Students are 
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grouped by academic progress." There has been much discussion 
in recent years in this community about the value of tracking 
andits effects on bright or slow students. Only one elementary 
school. School Five, continues tracking, but they have now reduced 
it only to math and have been told that this is the last year that it 
will be allowed. 
Table 19: Non-graded classes 
facultv parents 
Citywide 22% 28% 
School One 39% 33% 
School Two 6% 26% 
School Three 15% 35% 
School Four 0% 18% 
School Five 34% 31% 
Whatever this option meant to people, 28% of parents and 
22% of faculty expressed interest. In Schools One and Five, more 
teachers than parents expressed interest, though they were fairly 
close. In Schools Two, Three, and Four, parents outnumbered 
teachers by a great deal. 
The Developmental Approach 
A major goal of central office administration in the past few 
years has been to introduce and institutionalize the 
developmental approach to teaching in the primary grades. The 
developmental approach is a reaction to traditional methods of 
teaching which expected all children in a given grade to learn the 
same material at the same time and pace. The developmental 
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approach recognizes that children have different learning styles 
and timetables. The developmental approach has come to mean 
that children are actively engaged in learning activities as 
opposed to sitting at desks using pencil and paper most of the 
time. The description of the developmental approach included in 
the survey was: ’’This approach recognizes different readiness 
levels of its students and works with these students at these 
levels. This approach might utilize learning centers and active 
learning. Students would proceed in developmentally sound steps 
based on their readiness." 
Table 20: The developmental aDDroach 
facultv parents 
Citywide 43% 68% 
School One 46% 71% 
School Two 17% 71% 
School Three 37% 70% 
School Four 50% 59% 
School Five 56% 69% 
Parents showed far more interest in the developmental 
approach than teachers, with city wide averages of 43% of faculty 
and 68% of teachers. The range of faculty opinion, 17%-56%, does 
not even overlap with the higher parent range, 59%-71%. The 
greatest divergence of opinion is in School Two, which had the 
lowest level of faculty opinion, 17%, and the highest level of 
parent interest, 71%. School officials should be interested in this 
large discrepency. Central administration has mandated a move 
to the developmental approach, but obviously has not convinced 
all teachers of its value. The high level of parent enthusiasm 
should encourage school officials to persevere and offer more 
training and incentives to teachers. 
The Integrated Day Approach 
The survey described the integrated day approach as: 
’’Instruction in reading, writing, mathematics, social studies, 
science, and the arts would be organized around various themes. 
Connections among disciplines would be stressed.” An obvious 
advantage of this approach is that learning experiences in one 
subject would enforce and enrich what is studied in other 
disciplines. A disadvantage of this approach is that it seldom 
works when a school relies on textbooks for its curriculum guide 
in each subject. Developing an integrated curriculum requires a 
time committment on the part of teachers who wish to teach this 
way, and administrative approval for the teacher to depart from 
the accepted curriculum outline. Ideally, teachers would be given 
not only the freedom to develop an integrated curriculum, but 
also time, material and resources. 
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Table 21: The integrated day approach 
faculty parents 
Citywide 52% 57% 
School One 69% 70% 
School Two 67% 62% 
School Three 29% 56% 
School Four 60% 54% 
School Five 59% 47% 
There is strong enthusiasm for this option, with 52% of 
teachers and 57% of parents very interested. The strongest 
support and greatest convergence of opinion is in School One, 
where 69% of faculty and 70% of parents support this option. In 
Schools Two, Four and Five, a greater percentage of teachers than 
parents expressed interest. School One has 
only one percentage point difference. The greatest divergence is 
in School Three, not only between faculty and parents, but School 
Three faculty are considerably lower than the faculty of the other 
schools on this option. 
Given the strong support for the integrated day approach on 
the part of both parents and faculty, schools officials could 
nurture change initiatives in this direction with reasonable hopes 
of success. 
Early Reactions to the Survey 
A study of survey results resulted in some specific actions 
being taken in some of the schools. In Schools Four and Five 
discussions among their planning teams about survey results 
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revealed a lack of certainty about the meaning of some of the 
options. School Five devoted the first four months of planning 
team meetings to presentations from faculty members on existing 
school programs in order to provide all members of the team with 
a common base of knowledge. School Four had an evening 
learning forum where parents could take mini-classes in 
cooperative learning, process writing, and the literature-based 
approach to teaching reading. School Four also noted the strong 
divergence of opinion between faculty and parent groups, and 
organized a workshop on computers for faculty. School One 
responded to the divergence of opinion on The Arts by having 
teachers from a magnet Arts school address a Planning Team 
meeting and by arranging for interested teachers to visit the 
school. 
Survey results reveal information which supports the 
Schools of Choice concept. From the beginning of the choice plan 
in this city, detractors insisted that the elementary schools were 
all alike, and indeed should be all alike. The fact that 19% of 
parents chose an out-of-district school for their entering 
kindergarten children indicates that that opinion is not universal. 
The differences in opinion expressed by the various groups 
surveyed indicate that even before planning teams started 
working to deliberately develop educational diversity, there 
already existed meaningful differences between the schools. To 
the extent that school culture is determined by the individuals 
who teach in the schools, the variety of interests expressed by the 
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five faculty groups indicates that their schools are indeed 
different from one another. Faculty groups differ from one 
another, parent groups differ from one another, and schools differ 
in that there is greater divergence of opinion between faculty and 
parent groups in some schools than in others. 
This survey has been an important step on the path toward 
school improvement. It has raised questions, has made people 
aware of options, and has established a precedent for seeking 
faculty and parent input into plans which affect them and their 
children. 
Overview of Teacher Preferences to Parent Preferences 
Survey results indicate that real differences exist both from 
one school to another and among the parent and teacher groups 
within the schools. The faculties of Schools One, Three, and Four 
all placed People and Culture at the top of their lists, while it was 
second with the School Five faculty and fourth with the School 
Two faculty. Parent groups from two schools placed People and 
Culture at the top of their lists, and the other three schools each 
had a different choice for first place: The Arts at School One, 
Nature and Environment at School Two, and Computers at School 
Four. The only school where parents and teachers agreed in a 
first place choice was School Three, the school with the largest 
minority percentage. The choice they agreed upon was People 
and Culture. 
With the exception of School Four, The Microsociety Program 
and Community Partnerships were placed at the bottom of the list 
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by both parent and faculty groups. Both were new concepts to 
this school system and were included on the list because of their 
popularity in other systems with schools of choice programs. 
Several members of the early schools of choice study committees 
visited these programs and were enthusiastic about them. The 
Microsociety Program in a magnet school in Lowell, Massachusetts, 
was featured on a nationwide, prime-time television special on 
exemplary schools several months after the survey was 
completed, generating an increased interest in the concept. 
Overview of Primary Convergence Points Across Topics 
Each of the academic enrichment areas had one or more 
schools in which the parents and faculty shared enthusiasm. In 
the People and Culture area, the three schools were School Three 
(faculty 42%, parents 43%), School Two (faculty 33%, parents 39%), 
and School Five (faculty 47% and parents 39%). In the Arts, 
School Five (faculty 31%, parents 25%) reflected the city wide 
figures (faculty 41%, parents 33%) but at a lower level. School 
Three also had a convergence of opinion, but the parents (35%) 
were slightly more in favor the Arts than the faculty (29%). In 
Nature and the Environment, School Two had the highest 
percentage of faculty (50%) and the highest percentage of parents 
(42%). School Three showed less enthusiasm for Nature and the 
Environment than other schools, but both groups agreed (faculty 
29%, parents 28%). In Computers, the school with the greatest 
convergence was School Two (faculty 33%, parents 33%). Parents 
showed greater enthusiasm for Computers in three of the other 
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four schools, but the School Two faculty was the most enthusiastic. 
The greatest convergence on The Communications Program was in 
the citywide average (faculty 41%, parents 38%), and all of the 
schools except School Three shared faculty and parent enthusiasm. 
In Program Options, parents expressed slightly more 
interest in All-day Kindergarten than faculty citywide (faculty 
34%, parents 39%), with two schools having greater agreement 
and interest than the others: School One (faculty 42%, parents 
44%) and School Three (faculty 46%, parents 41%). The only 
parent faculty agreement on Before-School Child Care was in 
School Four (faculty 30%, parents 28%). Similarly, School Four 
(faculty 30%, parents 25%) had the only shared interest in After- 
School Child Care. After-School Athletics found its greatest 
support in School One (faculty 50%, parents 48%). 
More parents than teachers expressed interest in a Two-way 
Bilingual Program in the city wide average (faculty 25%, parents 
28%), with the greatest interest in Schools One (faculty 31%, 
parents 42%) and Three (faculty 32%, parents 39%). A majority of 
faculty agree on the need for More Remedial Opportunities (52%) 
and More Gifted and Talented Opportunities (55%). Parents share 
the interest in Gifted and Talented (53%) but far fewer see a need 
for more Remedial Opportunities (36%). Perhaps the oddest 
convergence is in the area of an Expanded Instrumental Music 
Program, the only program option where the majority of parents, 
citywide and in every school, expressed an interest. The 
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convergence was only among parent groups, as it was a very low 
priority for faculty. 
The only option included in Forms of Organization which 
inspired a convergence of enthusiasm was The Integrated Day 
Approach. A strong citywide average (faculty 52%, parents 57%) 
was raised by School One (faculty 69%, parents 70%) and School 
Two (faculty 67%, parents 62%) where there was strong 
agreement among both groups. 
Overview of Primary Divergence Points Across Topics 
The most obvious area of divergence in the academic 
enrichment possibilities is in People and Culture, which was 
ranked first or second by 52% of faculty and 37% of parents. The 
faculty average was raised by School One Faculty (73%) and School 
Four Faculty (70%). This one variable accounts for the greatest 
divergence across schools and across groups of any of the 
academic areas. 
The importance of The Arts varies among parent groups and 
among schools. While city wide faculty (41%) showed greater 
interest than city wide parents (33%), Schools One, Three and Four 
indicated greater parent interest, with the most striking 
divergence occuring in School One where over twice as many 
parents (42%) as teachers (18%) expressed a wish for increased 
arts opportunities in the schools. 
Nature and the Environment was slightly more popular with 
city wide parents (37%) than faculty (31%), but varied more from 
school to school. The greatest enthusiasm in this area occurred in 
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School Two among both faculty (50%) and parents (42%). The 
greatest divergence on Nature and the Environment occurred in 
School Five, with 22% of faculty and 38% of parents. 
Computers were a definite area of divergence with citywide 
parents (34%) showing twice as much interest as teachers (17%). 
The divergence was most marked in Schools Four (teachers 0%, 
parents 41%) and Five (faculty 16%, parents 38%). 
The Communications Program showed little divergence 
city wide: faculty 41%, and parents 38%, but more difference in 
individual schools. The greatest divergence was in School Three 
(faculty 20%, parents 41%) followed by School Five (faculty 56%, 
parents 38%). 
The divergence in program options occurs in areas which 
generally do not involve teachers but are of importance to 
parents: Childcare (both before and after schools), After-school 
Athletic Programs, and Expanded Instrumental Music. In all of 
these areas parents expressed considerably more interest than 
faculty. 
A most sensitive area of divergence is Expanded Parental 
Involvement: far more parents (43%) than teachers (25%) are 
very interested in expanding parental involvement. The greatest 
divergence is in School Two, where 42% of parents and 6% of 
faculty want this change, a seven to one ratio. Next is School One, 
15% faculty and 35% parents, then School Three, 29% faculty and 
61% parents. 
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In the section of the survey on forms of organization there is 
considerable divergence among parents and teachers in several 
areas. Teachers (60%) are more interested in self-contained 
classes than parents (36%), with the greatest divergence occurring 
in School Three (teachers 68%, parents 22%) and School Two 
(teachers 67%, parents 29%). The idea of multi-age classes is of 
greater interest to faculty than parents in every school except 
School Two, where 0% of faculty and 16% of parents are very 
interested. School Two stands out as having the greatest 
divergence of opinion on the developmental approach (faculty 
17%, parents 71%) as well. Parents are more interested in the 
developmental approach in every school, but the greatest 
differences are in Schools Two and Three (teachers 37%, parents 
70%). Parents (57%) and Teachers (52%) shared an interest in the 
Integrated Day Approach with little variability except in School 
Three (teachers 29%, parents 56%). 
School Profiles and Predicted Outcomes 
Each school is described in terms of its size, physical plant, 
and racial/ethnic population. Percentages of children receiving 
free or reduced lunch are given as an indicator of socio-economic 
status. Characteristics of the school culture are presented to 
provide a context for interpreting the data. 
Data are presented for each school corresponding to the 
three sections of the survey. Academic enrichment possibilities 
are shown as percentages of faculty and parent respondents who 
ranked as first or second choice each of the enrichment areas. 
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These are listed in descending order for each group with arrows 
drawn to illustrate areas of convergence and divergence. Graphs 
indicating percentages who are very interested, somewhat 
interested or not at all interested, are presented by groups for the 
second two sections of the survey: program options and forms of 
organization. 
Predictions are made regarding decisions which might be 
made by school planning teams which are designing school change 
initiatives based on the results of this survey. 
School One 
School One is a small, in-town school with the largest 
percentage of students receiving free or reduced lunch (37%) of all 
of the city's elementary schools. It has nearly 300 students 
ingrades kindergarten through sixth, including 40 in the Khmer 
bilingual program, and other minority students who do not 
require bilingual services. This is one of the two schools in the 
city which has a high minority population, 26% (compared to a 
city wide minority percentage of 14%). This imbalance of minority 
students helped to make the city eligible for desegregation 
funding and preferred status for school building projects. The 
original building was built in 1919, with an addition in 1927. The 
old building is in the process of renovation and another addition, 
one which will nearly double its size, is nearly complete. This 
building was constructed at a time when schools had only 
classrooms. The addition will contain a gymnasium which will be 
used by school children and community groups, a cafetorium, a 
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Table 22: School One: academic enrichment possibilities 
(percentage ranked as first or second choice) 
Faculty % 
People and Culture 73 
The Communications Program 42 
Nature and Environment 31 
Computers 25 
The Arts 18 
Community Partnerships 8 
The Microsociety Program 4 
Parents 
The Arts 
Nature and Environment 
The Communications Program 
Computers 
People and Culture 
The Microsociety Program 
Community Partnerships 
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library, a health room, small classrooms for tutorial classes and 
office space. 
Table XXII indicates that the range of faculty opinion, from 
4% to 73%, is considerably broader than the range of parent 
opinion (from 9% to 42%). The most striking result is the high 
percentage of faculty which chose People and Culture. This figure 
probably reflects the faculty's training in and commitment to 
meeting the needs of its diverse population. Faculty and parents 
agreed in ranking The Communications Program and Nature and 
Environment in second and third places, Computers in fourth place 
and Community Partnerships and The Microsociety Program in 
sixth and seventh places. 
The survey revealed a large divergence in concern about 
The Arts. Parents placed The Arts at the top of their list, while 
faculty placed it in fifth place. While School Planning Teams have 
been encouraged to begin their planning in areas of strongest 
agreement, it is hard to ignore the wishes of parents. School One's 
planning team invited as guest speakers two teachers from an 
integrated arts school and planned faculty visits to observe the 
programs in action. Advantages of arts infusion were studied, as 
well as the difficulties involved in implementing this type of 
program, the greatest of which seems to be finding the mutual 
planning time required by planning for curriculum integration. 
Program Options for School One are shown in Figure XV as 
percentages of each of the groups. A majority of faculty and 
parents are either very interested or somewhat interested in all- 
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day kindergarten, an option which will undoubtedly be given 
strong consideration when the financial climate improves. While 
there is strong support for the concept of a two-way bilingual 
program, it is unlikely to happen in School One as long as their 
predominant minority language is Khmer. The team would have 
reason to explore a two-way program in a language which would 
be of greater interest to English-speaking parents. Since two-way 
bilingual programs are more expensive than traditional 
classrooms, this is another option which will be deferred for the 
time being. 
An area of strong faculty support, as well as convergence of 
parent and faculty interest, is after-school athletic programs. 
When the new wing is completed with its large gymnasium, 
interested faculty and students will likely set this program in 
motion with little encouragement from the Planning Team. The 
new space may be utilized to meet the needs of the majority of 
parents who are very or somewhat interested in before-school 
and after-school childcare. Daycare facilities in the schools are 
preferred by many parents who would rather have their children 
stay in one place during the time they are not at home. 
This team would do well to explore opportunities for 
expanded parental involvement since almost all parents and a 
majority of faculty are very or somewhat interested. 
An area where School One is likely to change significantly is 
in multi-age classes. A majority of both faculty and parents are 
very or somewhat interested in this form of organization. School 
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One has had multi-age classes in recent years when the number of 
children at two grade levels was too large for one class and too 
small for two. A combined class of two grades was turned to as a 
solution to a numbers problem rather than for educational 
reasons. This combined class was very successful, however, and 
parents petitioned the superintendent to continue it. Multi-age 
classes work best in a school which has a strong developmental 
approach to teaching, another area which has strong faculty and 
parent support. Teachers who have been moving to a stronger 
developmental and integrated day approach can feel confident of 
parental support based on the results of this survey. 
School Two 
School Two has the strongest "neighborhood school" identity 
of any of the five schools in the system. Ninety per cent of the 
students walk to school, compared to a system-wide walking 
population of 35%. The school houses about 250 students in 
grades kindergarten through sixth grade. Its free or reduced 
lunch percentage of 21% makes it third of the five schools in 
terms of income level. The school was built in 1929 and is in 
great need of repair and modernization. Renovation has been 
postponed year after year while school officials have debated 
whether to renovate or replace. The 1987 De-Isolation Plan 
included a decision to build a new facility. The land was 
purchased and a school building committee worked for a year and 
a half on plans for the new building. Unfortunately, the time 
required to purchase the land delayed the project enough to put it 
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Table 23: School Two: academic enrichment possibilities 
(percentage ranked as first or second choice) 
Faculty. % 
Nature and Environment 50 
The Communications Program 50 
The Arts 44 
People and Culture 33 
Computers 33 
Community Partnerships 11 
The Microsociety Program 6 
Parents 
Nature and Environment 
The Communications Program 
People and Culture 
Computers 
The Arts 
Community Partnerships 
The Microsociety Program 
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after the building additions to Schools One and Four. In the 
meantime it became obvious that population projections had been 
incorrect and the system simply does not need another large 
elementary school. The building plan was scrapped and debate 
then focused on whether to renovate the building or simply move 
all of the students to the new addition to School Four, and, if the 
building is to be kept open, how to ease the crowding and provide 
more equitable facilities. At the same time that the School 
Committee voted to renovate the building and ease the crowding 
by making it a K-4 school and sending the fifth and sixth graders 
to School Four, the administration was faced with huge budget 
cuts, some of which could be achieved by closing the school 
entirely until the financial climate improves. As might be 
expected, this ongoing uncertainty and disappointment has been 
demoralizing for faculty and parents alike. The planning team has 
continued to meet, however, and has generated a surprising 
amount of enthusiasm. 
School Two's survey results showed a remarkable alignment 
of preferences among parents and teachers. The top two 
curriculum areas, Nature and Environment and The 
Communications Program, were chosen by 50% of the teachers and 
42% of the parents. The strong emphasis on Nature and 
Environment was unique to this school and perhaps reflects a 
strong emphasis in recent years to increase the use of hands-on 
science activities in the classrooms. While this planning team is 
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unable to make any long range plans, it is devoting current energy 
to exploring a science theme for the remainder of this year. 
Another interesting correlation in School Two's results is the 
relative placement of The Communications Program and 
Computers. The School Two principal is the strongest of the five 
principals in computer literacy and enthusiasm. With the help of 
a few parents, the school has received grants to set up a computer 
lab with a networking ability, which has led to some very exciting 
projects, including participation in nationwide data gathering 
science projects. The Principal has an afterschool computer club 
which meets weekly. Her emphasis, however, has consistently 
been that computer study is not an end in itself but a tool or a 
means to improved communication and instruction. She attributes 
her school's high reading scores in part to the use of computer- 
aided instruction. 
School Two faculty has strong interest in more 
remedial and gifted and talented opportunities, an interest which 
is shared by parents. Since School Two lost its Chapter I remedial 
services at the end of the school year when this survey was 
administered, this interest is undoubtedly even stronger now. A 
majority of parents are either very or somewhat interested in all¬ 
day kindergarten. When resources allow, school officials can feel 
confident that a pilot all-day kindergarten at School Two would be 
a popular choice. Parent interest in expanded parental 
involvement is a good deal stronger than faculty interest, with the 
majority of School Two faculty being only somewhat interested. 
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The strongest area of convergence on Forms of Organization 
is in the Integrated Day Approach, with a majority of both groups 
very interested, and almost all of the rest somewhat interested. 
The school planning team has devoted its resources to ending the 
school year, and perhaps its school life, to a two-month study, 
integrated across subjects and grade levels, of whales and 
oceanography. 
The potential for school-based change initiatives is great in 
this school. The strong parent support and cohesive 
parent/teacher interests will provide a firm basis for growth if 
and when the uncertainty about the school's future is settled. 
School Three 
School Three is the largest of the city's elementary schools, 
with 530 students in Pre-School through sixth grade. It was built 
in 1953 with an addition in 1977. The school is located near large, 
low-income housing projects, and has one-third of its students 
receiving free or reduced price lunch. School Three has a high 
(28%) minority population, and is the site of the Spanish bilingual 
program. This school has a large transient population with the 
accompanying problems of integrating families who are new to 
the area and the school and of keeping up the momentum in 
individual classrooms which are always in the process of 
integrating new students. The staff in this school make great 
efforts to provide food and clothing for families in need and to 
visit homes which have no telephone, when communication is 
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Table 24: School Three: academic enrichment possibilities 
(percentage ranked as first or second choice) 
Faculty % 
People and Culture 42 
The Arts 29 
Nature and Environment 29 
The Communications Program 20 
Computers 15 
The Microsociety Program 7 
Community Partnerships 5 
% Parents 
43 People and Culture 
41 The Communications Program 
35 The Arts 
26 Nature and Environment 
19 Computers 
15 The Microsociety Program 
6 Community Partnerships 
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necessary. Attempts to include minority parents on decision¬ 
making committees have been ongoing but generally unsuccessful. 
The curriculum area, People and Culture, which was ranked 
highest on the survey by both parents (43%) and teachers (42%), 
corresponds to an ongoing effort to make the school a welcoming, 
multicultural environment for its diverse population. There is 
also a convergence of views in placing Computers low on the 
priority list by parents (19%) and faculty (14%). This low level of 
interest in Computers is unique to School Three. The only 
divergence of viewpoints is in the ranking of The Communications 
Program, which is considerably more important to parents (41%) 
than it is to faculty (20%). 
The school planning team has focused on the problem of 
improving parental involvement and on increasing the staff's 
repertoire of strategies for teaching a very diverse student body. 
This group’s first decision was to bring in a consultant in teaching 
mathematics, an area in which scores on statewide tests were low 
and in which teachers expressed a desire for more training. 
Hands-on math is always included in a list of system goals, but 
teachers in School Three feel inadequately trained to teach this 
way. A hands-on math program will facilitate the mainstreaming 
of students in the bilingual program better than the traditional 
textbook approach. 
A majority of faculty and parents are ready to support an 
all-day kindergarten program as soon as resources allow. There is 
also strong faculty and parent support for a two-way bilingual 
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program and School Three would be the logical place to have it 
since it is already the location of the Spanish transitional bilingual 
program. There is strong agreement among both groups that 
more opportunities for gifted and talented would be desirable, 
even more interest than in the need for more remedial 
opportunities. Both groups favor expanded parental involvement, 
with parents having a higher percentage of interest than faculty. 
The existence of the Planning Team, which has three parents on it 
as well as three teachers, is a move in the direction of having 
parents involved in more than the traditional fund raising and 
classroom assistance projects. These parents bring ideas and 
enthusiasm to team meetings, ask many questions in an effort to 
understand faculty concerns, and in accepting the invitation to 
observe the math consultant working with students, are gaining a 
greater understanding of teaching methods. 
There is no great convergence of opinion that would lead to 
an anticipation of change in forms of organization. Given the 
faculty preference for self-contained classes, it is most likely that 
that will remain the basic form of organization in School Three for 
some time. Teachers implementing greater developmental and 
integrated day approaches can feel confident of parental support, 
and further movement in those directions can be expected. 
School Four 
School four is a small school, with about 300 students, the 
farthest from the center of the city, in a "nice" village with lovely, 
large homes, its own post office, a country club, and only one, 
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small, low-income housing project. This school has the smallest 
minority population, 4%, and the smallest percentage of students 
receiving free or reduced lunch, 9%. This school has a strong 
sense of community nurtured by weekly, all-school assemblies, 
and high parent involvement, with many parents involved in 
dramatic productions, traditional parent fund-raising activities, 
and classroom assistance. The principal is a strong leader and 
knows her school community in a way that can come only from 
long residence in the community and from having taught many of 
the parents of the students who are now in the school. She was 
also the first woman president of the city’s Chamber of Commerce 
and has many contacts in the business community. 
School Four was chosen for a large building addition because 
it was a small school and because it had room to grow. The 
crowding was in the other four schools, one of which also received 
a building addition, but the other three do not have any area 
suitable for an addition. The addition, which is nearly complete, is 
large, roomy, and beautiful. It's very existence has created two 
problems for the town: 1) the identification of students to fill the 
newly created space, and 2) the high cost of transportation, since 
students in crowded schools live some distance from this school. 
Already, two substantially separate special education classes have 
been moved from School Five to School Four, and another section 
of pre-school has opened. 
School Four's survey results show strong divergence in areas 
of People and Culture, ranked first or second by 70% of the faculty 
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Table 25: School Four: academic enrichment possibilities 
(percentage ranked as first or second choice) 
Faculty % 
People and Culture 70 
The Communications Program 50 
Nature and Environment 40 
The Arts 20 
The Microsociety Program 20 
Computers 0 
Community Partnerships 0 
% Parents 
41 Computers 
37 The Communications Program 
31 Nature and Environment 
30 The Arts 
25 People and Culture 
16 The Microsociety Program 
6 Community Partnerships 
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and only 25% of parents, and Computers, which ranked at the top 
of the parents' priority list (41%) and the bottom of the faculty list 
(0%). Several years ago School Four was slated to combine with 
School Three as a way of sharing the minority population between 
the two schools. In preparation for this move the School Four 
faculty had training in racial sensitivity and multicultural 
education. This plan was later discarded, but the faculty's 
heightened awareness of multicultural issues could account for the 
high ranking of the People and Culture option. The strong 
divergence of opinion about Computers was immediately 
addressed by the faculty. The school applied for and received a 
state grant for teacher-initiated staff development, and will have 
a computer course given at the school for all interested faculty. 
Most of the school’s teachers have signed up for this training, as 
well as the secretary and a custodian. The school is rightly proud 
of this strong response to expressed parental wishes. 
Another positive outcome of the survey was the realization 
by the school planning team that many parents lacked a real 
understanding of some of the changes which have taken place in 
the classrooms in recent years, and decided to do something about 
it. Parents were invited to an evening "learning forum" at the 
school which featured classroom demonstrations of cooperative 
learning techniques and the whole-language approach to teaching 
literacy. Over 100 parents attended, representing over half of the 
school families. Classes were given by teachers who volunteered, 
though some expressed anxiety about teaching adults. 
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The convergence of high interest of faculty (50%) and 
parents (37%) in The Communications Program has validated and 
intensified an already strong commitment to a curriculum rich in 
literature-based reading instruction, process writing, dramatic 
productions and strong communication skills. The development of 
this communication emphasis presumably will be further 
enhanced by the coming increased computer capability. 
All program options had greater parent than faculty 
support. There is enough interest for an all-day kindergarten on 
the part of both groups. If School Two does not get closed and 
sent to School Four, the extra space at School Four may be utilized 
by groups wishing to provide daycare services. The existence of 
the new gymnasium may encourage after-school athletics. As 
with other schools, parents are more interested in expanded 
parental involvement than teachers. The parent forum was a 
positive step toward increasing parental understanding of school 
initiatives. 
Major changes in forms of organization are not expected. In 
spite of a successful experience with a multi-age class, it is an 
option which is used only when class sizes do not evenly fit the 
one-at-each-grade- level pattern. 
If School Two moves in with School Four, faculty and 
parents from both schools will be faced with the challenge of 
maintaining the enthusiasm and cohesiveness which have 
characterized their small schools. Each has a strong, distinct 
school culture which cannot endure intact. 
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School Five 
School Five has about 480 students in kindergarten through 
sixth grade. It has a relatively low minority percentage (9%) and 
low number of students receiving free or reduced lunch (15%). 
The school was built in 1966 with an addition in 1974. The school 
has 18 acres and is surrounded by housing developments. One 
third of the students walk to school. The continued, steady 
conversion of farm and pastureland into housing developments 
has brought about an increase in the school-aged population 
which has strained the capacity of the school. Art and music 
rooms had to be converted to classrooms. The city's policy of 
limiting class size to 23 in grades one through three and 27 in 
grades four through six has resulted in a number of forced 
transfers to other schools. Parents who have had their children 
bussed from their nearby, relatively new and spacious 
neighborhood school to the cramped quarters of the old School 
Two building have been resentful. Until the School Four addition 
opened, School Five had three substantially separate special needs 
classes, representing three quarters of the system's special 
education population. Two of those classes have recently been 
moved, making room for art and music rooms. Given the 
burgeoning population in this school district, School Five would 
have been the logical place for an addition rather than School 
Four. School officials, however, believed that the addition should 
go to the smaller school. Now they are faced with the challenge of 
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Table 26: School Five: academic enrichment possibilities 
(percentage ranked as first or second choice) 
Faculty. % 
The Communications Program 56 w ^ 
People and Culture 47 * ^ 
The Arts 31 
Nature and Environment 22 
Computers 16 
The Microsociety Program 9 
Community Partnerships 9 
% Parents 
39 People and Culture 
38 The Communications Program 
38 Nature and Environment 
38 Computers 
25 The Arts 
18 The Microsociety Program 
5 Community Partnerships 
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transporting the overflow population to where the empty rooms 
are. 
One characteristic of School Five which makes it different 
from the other elementary schools is the practice of grouping 
students by ability levels for math and/or reading. Since School 
Five has multiple classes at each grade level, various models of 
tracking have been used. Students have been divided into low, 
medium and high, or low and high classes, depending on whether 
two or three classes at any given grade level were participating. 
While there is less tracking now than several years ago, School 
Five is the only elementary school in the system to continue the 
practice. The faculty has been divided over the value of tracking 
at the elementary level, with those on both sides being convinced 
that their approach results in the most successful learning. The 
principal has encouraged, but not mandated, a move to 
heterogeneous classes, and change has occurred gradually in this 
direction. This year the School Committee voted to accept the 
recommendation of a citywide study group that tracking be 
eliminated at the elementary level as of September 1991. 
Teachers who wish to continue teaching children grouped by 
ability level feel frustrated at this decision, which they feel will 
make their jobs more difficult. 
The School Five survey results show a strong convergence 
between faculty and parent wishes. This faculty was the only one 
which placed The Communications Program (56%) at the top of 
their priority list. Parents placed it in second place (38%), only 
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one percentage behind their first choice, People and Culture (39%). 
One program which has been unique to School Five has been the 
extensive use of video recorders and closed-circuit television as a 
part of the whole language approach to teaching literacy. The 
program began with one fourth grade teacher and has spread as 
others have seen its successes. One of the first suggestions of the 
School Five Planning Team was to further expand this program to 
other classes and grade levels. 
The only noticable area of divergence was in The Arts, 
which was third on the faculty list (31%) and fifth (25%) on the 
parent list. At the time of the survey, School Five had been 
crowded to the extent of having neither art nor music rooms, a 
lack which the faculty was more aware of than the parents. As 
soon as new space opened up in the School Four addition, two 
special education classes were moved there from School Five, 
making an art room available for the first time in some years. 
There is a general convergence of views on all of the 
program options, with parents having greater concern for before¬ 
school and after-school childcare and athletic programs. Even the 
issue of expanded parental involvement, which is an area of 
disagreement in some of the other schools, has similar levels of 
faculty and parent interest in School Five. 
This similarity of preferences is obvious in forms of 
organization as well. The faculty is slightly more interested in 
multi-age and non-graded classes than parents. Both groups 
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support the Developmental and Integrated Day Approaches, and 
continued development in these areas can be anticipated. 
Early indications are that this school's Planning Team will 
work to 1) expand the Communications Program and 2) 
concentrate staff development efforts on improving the faculty’s 
skill in teaching heterogeneous groups. This is important as 
homogeneous grouping is phased out and there is greater pressure 
to mainstream special needs students. 
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CHAPTER V 
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Study Overview 
The overall problem of designing strategies to improve 
public school education is ongoing and has been the subject of 
many studies. The school system in this study developed a plan 
for school improvement which focuses on the various strengths of 
five schools in a Schools of Choice program. A key component of 
the plan is the use of school planning teams which are charged 
with studying the characteristics of individual schools and 
planning changes which will strengthen the school at the same 
time they will increase the differences between the schools. The 
desire to develop change initiatives which will have the greatest 
amount of support from parents and teachers led the system to 
develop a survey instrument to test levels of support and interest 
in a variety of options. 
The difficulty encountered in developing such a survey was 
a learning experience in itself. How does a school system know 
what choices to offer parents and teachers? How knowledgeable 
are parents about what is going on in the schools? Can parents 
who are not educators learn enough about schools to participate as 
equals on these planning teams? Is it possible for teachers and 
parents to work together on teams to oversee school improvement 
initiatives? Are there differences between schools and between 
faculties in a small city public school system? Can a survey such 
as the one used by this school system provide information which 
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is of real use to decision makers? Questions raised in the process 
of developing the survey and the reactions to survey results by 
School Planning Teams are addressed in this study. 
Conclusions 
The results of this survey illustrate the existance of 
meaningful differences among the schools according to teachers 
and parents who completed the survey. Interest in areas of 
possible academic enrichment vary from one school to another 
and among the parent and teacher groups within the schools. 
School Planning Teams can find in these survey results evidence 
of interests which would support program development in 
particular areas. 
While these teams are not expected to emphasize one area 
of the curriculum to the point of neglecting the core curriculum, 
the survey does help identify areas of the curriculum where 
additional resources and effort would be welcome. An example of 
this is School Two, the school with the greatest convergence of 
support in the area of Nature and Environment, or in School Three, 
where parents and teachers agreed on People and Culture as their 
first choice for curricular expansion. 
The range of interests in each school on academic 
enrichment areas was generally greater among faculty than 
among parents. This could be a reflection of the greater 
awareness that teachers have regarding what is taught in schools, 
and stronger opinions about what should be taught. School 
Planning Teams may be able to identify in their own schools a 
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group of teachers with similar interests who would like to be the 
nucleus of curriculum development or expansion in a particular 
area. The survey results indicate the existence in each school of 
one or more such potential groups. 
Most of the program options included in the survey, many of 
which are not directly related to traditional classroom instruction, 
e.g., expanded instrumental music program or before-school child 
care, were of greater interest to parents than teachers. While 
some school officials prefer to think of school as the place where 
children go to learn academic subjects, the results of this survey 
indicate that parents want schools to fill a greater range of needs. 
Certainly working parents who are faced with complicated 
arrangements for before- and after-school child care would be 
more comfortable if these services were all offered within the 
school so their children would not need to travel from place to 
place, sometimes two or three times each day. If the children 
could also have music lessons, athletics, tutoring and/or 
enrichment activities while they are there, that would be even 
better. Educators who complain that their students are often 
unsupervised after school, watching television and eating junk 
food, may, in time, want to offer more worthwhile activities in a 
secure school environment. 
Some program options, e.g., greater remedial and gifted and 
talented opportunities or all-day kindergarten, do fall in the 
category of academics, and have strong support on the part of 
both teachers and parents. Given that expansion in these areas 
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requires increased resources, they are unlikely to be addressed 
during a period of recession. They should remain on a list of goals 
for future development however. 
There is sufficient variation among the groups on responses 
to the options included in the Forms of Organization section of the 
survey to warrant attention from School Planning Teams. In each 
school, faculty expressed greater support for self-contained 
classes than parents did, though to a much greater degree in some 
schools than others. Two schools have enough faculty support for 
multi-age classes to at least put that option on the agenda of team 
meetings. Early indications are that School One, the school with 
the highest interest in multi-age classes, will add one or two of 
these classes during the coming school year. 
There is strong support from parents and faculty for the 
developmental approach and the integrated day approach, two 
approaches to teaching which often go together. The school 
system has provided training in the developmental approach in 
recent years and can be expected to continue moving in this 
direction. School Two faculty and parents were above the 
citywide average in interest in the integrated day approach and 
have already begun curriculum work which reflects this interest. 
The survey has been a catalyst for school change. The 
process of developing the survey brought together parents, 
teachers, administrators and community members to compare the 
school system as it is with visions of alternative ways of educating 
children. After the survey was administered, each school formed 
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a School Planning Team composed of teachers, parents, the 
principal and a community representative, to take on the tasks of 
studying the survey results, assessing the strengths, interests and 
aspirations in their own schools, and planning ways to enhance 
the educational diversity between the schools. A steering 
committee with representation from each school meets monthly to 
share ideas, resources and plans. The State desegregation grant 
has provided funds for travel, conferences, substitute teachers, 
consultants, translators, and teacher stipends for curriculum work. 
As if illustrating the Schools of Choice contention that differences 
exist between schools, each team has gone about its task in a 
different fashion. 
The School One team has talked about the philosophy of the 
"child-centered school" and invited a professor from a nearby 
college to give a presentation on individualized education. The 
team invited teachers from their own school who have had 
training in cooperative learning techniques to describe their 
experiences with this technique. In responding to the 
parent/teacher divergence of opinion on the importance of The 
Arts, they invited two teachers from an arts magnet school to a 
team meeting to describe their experiences in starting and 
running a team-teaching, integrated-curriculum, arts infusion 
school. School One team members have visited schools, including 
the art magnet school and a private alternative school. This team 
administered a follow-up survey to School One faculty to assess 
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interest in a variety of options. They are hoping to add another 
multi-age class in the coming school year. 
The School Two team was handicapped by ongoing 
uncertainty regarding its future existence, but continued meeting 
nonetheless. Since long-term planning was not a possibility, the 
team has decided to devote its energy to planning a school-wide, 
integrated curriculum for the last two months of the school year. 
In keeping with survey results which identified School Two as 
highest in interest in Nature and Environment among faculty and 
parents, they decided on a study of whales, including 
oceanography, ecology and all forms of sea life. This ocean theme 
will be evident in language arts, science and social studies. The 
team is using its Schools of Choice funds to support curriculum 
work on this topic. 
The School Three team found that one of the strongest 
interests of the faculty was in having more training in teaching 
math to a diverse population. They have used their Schools of 
Choice funds to bring to the school a math consultant who gives 
demonstration lessons and works with teachers in using math 
manipulatives, and in teaching children different approaches to 
understanding math. It is hoped that this will facilitate the 
mainstreaming of children with limited English proficiency. A 
strong point of convergence in School Three was an interest in 
People and Culture as an area for academic enrichment. The 
school continues to offer opportunities in this area. 
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The School Four team first addressed the strongest area of 
divergence, Computers, by securing a grant for an inservice course 
for teachers on computer use in the classroom. Discussions of the 
meaning of some of the survey options led the Planning Team to 
hold a parents' learning forum. Teachers taught mini-courses in 
cooperative learning, whole language and other trends in 
education which their children are experiencing. The team has 
also brought in a speaker on techniques for involving community 
artists in school projects. 
The School Five team identified a strong emphasis on 
communications as an existing strength of the school, an area 
which was identified on the survey as the top choice of faculty 
and second choice (by one percentage point) of parents. Team 
members felt a need for greater understanding of the options 
listed in the survey and devoted several meetings to 
presentations by staff members on existing programs and 
teaching methods. An evening of presentations on computer use 
in the classroom revealed the importance of helping teachers to 
share their experience with one another. School Five faculty 
members are particularly interested in investigating methods of 
teaching heterogeneous groups. Schools of Choice resources have 
been used for a math consultant and for stipends for teachers who 
want to do curriculum work together during vacation periods. 
This study validates the contention of proponents of Schools 
of Choice that schools can differ in ways which will provide 
meaningful choices for parents and teachers. It is possible to 
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identify areas of convergence and divergence of opinion in such a 
way as to provide planners with information needed to begin 
identifying directions for change. 
Recommendations 
The process begun by this survey should be continued. The 
realization that there was little understanding of some of the 
options offered in the survey should lead to a systemwide effort 
to improve communication with parents and faculty members. As 
educators' groups nationwide tout parental involvement on 
governence boards as a key to school improvement, the 
experience of this school system should point out the need to 
make all parents more aware of the reasoning behind various 
school programs. Educators who for years have discouraged 
parents from entering the schools must face the reality that they 
cannot expect much support from parents who have been shut 
out. It is not enough to simply offer choice. Parents must be 
invited to spend enough time in the schools to be able to 
understand the options available. States, cities or school systems 
which attempt to implement a choice plan without including an 
aggressive information plan will be reducing the potential for 
effectiveness. 
This survey has set a precedent in this school system for 
asking parents and teachers their opinions on change options. 
This could be continued in a variety of ways. One possibility 
would be a follow-up survey which would be administered to a 
random sample of faculty and parents. Another possibility would 
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be for each planning team to pose questions for their own school 
community. Questions could be based on data from the initial 
survey or from a menu of options chosen by the team. 
As choice of school is offered to parents, and program and 
curriculum development occurs which increases the differences 
among the schools, the school system will need to devise a way for 
teachers within the system to express preferences for the schools 
in which they teach. 
The school planning teams have taken tenuous first steps 
toward planning for school improvement which is responsive to 
the needs and interests of the community. The challenge will be 
to continue the support and momentum needed to make schools 
better places for parents, teachers and students. 
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APPENDIX: SURVEY INSTRUMENT 
1 
SCHOOLS OF CHOICE SURVEY 
In the Schools of Choice program, all elementary schools will 
continue to have a core curriculum with emphasis on the basic 
skills of reading, writing, and mathematics. All schools will 
reflect the school department's commitment to developmental 
education, critical thinking skills, literature-based language 
instruction, process writing, hands-on science, and multi¬ 
cultural awareness. Some schools may focus more on particular 
enrichment activities than others in order to enhance the core 
curriculum. Please indicate your interest in the following 
enrichment possibilities. 
1. PEOPLE AND CULTURE. Additional opportunities may be 
provided for students to develop skills in geography, history, 
and studies of people and places. 
_Very interested 
_Somewhat interested 
Not interested 
2. THE ARTS. Additional opportunities may be provided for 
students to develop skills in the study of art, music, theater, 
and dance. 
_Very interested 
_Somewhat interested 
_Not interested 
3. NATURE AND ENVIRONMENT. Additional opportunities may 
be provided for students to develop skills in the study of 
plants, animals, ecology, and conservation. 
_Very interested 
_Somewhat interested 
Not interested 
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4. COMMUNITY PARTNERSHIPS. Additional opportunities may 
be provided for students to develop skills in the study of cities 
and society, and the local community. 
_Very interested 
_Somewhat interested 
Not interested 
5. COMPUTERS. Additional opportunities may be provided 
for students to use the computer as a tool to enhance work in 
all disciplines. 
_Very interested 
_Somewhat interested 
Not interested 
6. THE MICROSOCIETY PROGRAM. Additional opportunities 
may be provided to help students learn how society works. 
Students will not only learn about all aspects of the city in 
which they live, but will set up and run their own society in 
school, including banks, business corporations, government, 
newspaper, etc. 
_Very interested 
_Somewhat interested 
_Not interested 
7. THE COMMUNICATIONS PROGRAM. Additional opportunities 
may be provided for students to receive instructions that 
would strengthen communication skills: writing, reading, and 
oral language. Strong writing skills would be developed: 
creative writing, report writing, poetry, etc. A school 
newspaper could be developed. 
_Very interested 
_Somewhat interested 
Not interested 
8. OTHER. Please specify 
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Please indicate how you would prioritize these choices by 
writing the number ”1" next to your first choice, the number 
"2" next to your second choice, and so on down the list. 
_People and Culture 
_The Arts 
_Nature and Environment 
_Community Partnerships 
_Computers 
_The Microsociety Program 
_The Communications Program 
Other 
In addition, schools may have special programs which could be 
located at any school. If resources become available, the 
following options for special programs may be considered. 
Please indicate your interest in the following possibilities. 
1. ALL DAY KINDERGARTEN 
_Very interested_Somewhat interested _Not interested 
2. TWO-WAY BILINGUAL PROGRAM 
_Very interested_Somewhat interested_Not interested 
3. MORE REMEDIAL OPPORTUNITIES 
_Very interested _Somewhat interested _Not interested 
4. MORE GIFTED AND TALENTED OPPORTUNITIES 
_Very interested _Somewhat interested _Not interested 
5. BEFORE-SCHOOL CHILD CARE 
_Very interested _Somewhat interested _Not interested 
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6. AFTER-SCHOOL CHILD CARE 
_Very interested _Somewhat interested _Not interested 
7. AFTER-SCHOOL ATHLETIC PROGRAMS 
_Very interested _Somewhat interested _Not interested 
8. EXPANDED INSTRUMENTAL MUSIC PROGRAM 
_Very interested _Somewhat interested _Not interested 
9. EXPANDED PARENTAL INVOLVEMENT PROGRAM 
_Very interested _Somewhat interested _Not interested 
Schools can also differ in their form of organization or teaching 
style. Please indicate your interest in the following options. 
1. SELF-CONTAINED CLASSES. Students are grouped by age; all 
subjects are taught in one class. 
_Very interested 
_Somewhat interested 
Not interested 
2. MULTI-AGE CLASSES. Students of different ages are 
together. 
_Very interested 
_Somewhat interested 
_Not interested 
3. NON-GRADED CLASSES. Students are grouped by academic 
progress. 
Very interested 
Somewhat interested 
Not interested 
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4. THE DEVELOPMENTAL APPROACH. This approach recognizes 
different readiness levels of its students and works with these 
students at these levels. This approach might utilize learning 
centers and active learning. Students would proceed in 
developmentally sound steps based on their readiness. 
_Very interested 
_Somewhat interested 
_Not interested 
5. THE INTEGRATED DAY APPROACH. Instruction in reading, 
writing, mathematics, social studies, science, and the arts would 
be organized around various themes. Connections among 
disciplines would be stressed. 
_Very interested 
_Somewhat interested 
Not interested 
6. OTHER. Please specify. 
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